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STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPGCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renmedial action for the Revere Chenmical Site ("the Site"),

|l ocated on the southeast side of U S. Route 611, just north of Route 412 and south of the town of Revere,
Pennsyl vani a. This remedi al action was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conmpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 ("CERCLA'), as amended by the Superfund Anendnents and

Reaut hori zation Act of 1986 ("SARA') and to the extent practicable, the National Ol and Hazardous

Subst ances Pol | ution Contingency Plan ("NCP"), 40 C.F.R Part 300. This decision docunent explains the
factual and | egal basis for selecting the remedial action for this Site. The information supporting this
decision is contained in the Adm nistrative Record for this Site.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a has indicated concurrence with the selected renedy. A letter of concurrence
has not been received as of the date of the signing of this Record of Decision.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Pursuant to duly delegated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U. S.C. [Para]
9606, that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by

i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision ("ROD'), may present an inm nent and
substantial endangernment to the public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON COF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The contam nated nmedia at the Site are divided into Operable Units as fol |l ows:

jour  Contaninated soil areas
Solid waste and niscel |l aneous debris
jo2 Gound water
Mer cury- cont am nat ed sedi nents

This ROD addresses the first Cperable Unit. EPA anticipates issuing a final ROD for Qperable Unit Two within
the next year. The selected renedial action for the first Operable Unit is a final remedy and will address
contami nated soil and solid waste and mi scel | aneous debris on portions of the Site. The volatile organic
("VOC') soil contam nation represents the principal threat. Therefore, treatnent of the VOGC contam nated
soil will be required.
The sel ected renedy includes the follow ng maj or conponents:

i Ofsite disposal of solid waste and debris

i Treat ment of VOC contam nated soil by vacuum extraction

i Sour ce contai nment by slurry wal l



i Sour ce contai nnent by cappi ng

i Fencing to limt access to capped areas
i Site restoration by revegetation

i Deed restrictions

i Long-term ground water nonitoring

STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected remedial action is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with federal and
State requirenments that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renmedial action, and is
cost-effective. This renedial action utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource
recovery) technol ogi es to the nmaxi num extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for remedies
that enploy treatnent which reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volune as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining onsite, a review by EPA will be conducted
within five years after initiation of renedial action, and every five years thereafter, as required by
Section 121 (c) of CERCLA, to provide adequate protection of human heal th and the environnent.

Stanl ey L. Laskowski 12/ 27/ 93
Acting Regional Adm nistrator Dat e
Region |11
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RECORD OF DECI SI ON
REVERE CHEM CAL SI TE OPERABLE UNI T

DECI SI ON SUMVARY
I.  SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Revere Chenmical Site (the "Site") is located southeast of U S. Route 611, north of Route 412 and south of
Revere in Nockam xon Townshi p, Bucks County, Pennsylvania. The Site is |ocated on an approxi mate 113acre
parcel of property. (Figure 1, Site Vicinity Map) It includes two unnaned tributaries of Rapp Creek. The
tributaries to Rapp Creek predoninantly flow over bedrock. Rapp Creek is a tributary to Tinicum Ceek, which
is atributary to the Delaware Rver. The Delaware River is approximately 4 mles fromthe Site. The
Pennsyl vani a Scenic Rivers System has nom nated Rapp Creek as part of the system Rapp Creek has a noninated
desi gnation of Scenic, First Priority - Goup A and is in Water Quality Goup 1. The area surroundi ng the
Site includes recreational streans, forests, fields, and Pennsylvania State Game Lands. Nockamni xon State
Park is |ocated approxi mately 4,700 feet southwest of the Site. Nockam xon Lake is |located within the
boundaries of the park and has a surface area of 1450 acres. State Gane Land is | ocated approxi mately 4, 700
feet northeast of the Site. The Site is bounded on the south, east, and west by farmland. Cotner Trailer, a
commerci al operation that nmanufactures horse trailers, abuts the Site to the north

The Site is situated in the portion of the Piednont Physiographic province designated as the Piednont Upl and.
The area is characterized by gently rolling hills and sl opi ng topography. Elevations at the Revere Chemn cal
Site range from approxi mately 520 feet above nean sea level at the north corner of the Site to approximately
390 feet above nean sea level along Rapp Greek and its tributaries at the southwest property boundary. Two
types of wetlands, R verine and Palustrine, are found on the Site. The endangered

floral species Tomanthra auriculata (false foxglove) is also found on Site.

The Site is primarily drained by the east and west tributaries to Rapp Creek that join in the southeast
portion of the Site and discharge to Rapp Creek approxinately 300 feet beyond the property boundary.

The primary source of drinking water for the businesses and hones surrounding the Site is ground water
Private wells punp ground water fromthe Lockatong Formation

I1.  SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TY

Facility docunments regardi ng the Revere Chem cal Conpany were destroyed in a 1984 fire on the Site.
Therefore, docunents from

EPA, PADER and the Bucks County Departnent of Health files provided nmost of the information regarding the
hi storical |ayout of the Site and facility processes.

Begi nning in approxi mately 1963, Echo, Inc. operated a reclamation facility. Echo's operations included
netals reclamation fromprinted circuit boards, recycling of spent chromc acid, recovery of copper from
pl ati ng sol utions and production of copper chem cals. From 1963 to 1969 the Site was operated at various
times by Echo, Inc., the DeRewal Chemi cal Conmpany and the Revere Chenical Conpany. The conpani es arranged
for the transport and onsite treatment of hazardous substances, including waste nmetal plating and etching
sol uti ons.

The area of the Site used for the processing of materials covered approxi mately 25 acres. The process area,
now encl osed by a fence, contains several buildings and structures that were used during the netals

recl amation operations. Also included are: the remains of 19 storage and/or process |agoons; the renains of
a waste lagoon; and a fresh water pond. The East and South Spray fields are |ocated outside the process
area. They were used for liquids disposal during the netal reclanation operations.

Detail ed descriptions of past Site operations are unavailable. Sinmlarly, no detailed records regarding the
types and quantities of sludge and plating materials stored on the Site during the years of operation are
avai | abl e. However, sanples of materials in the process basins and | agoons on Site were collected by the
Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a, Departnent of Health ("PADOH'), PADER s predecessor, in March 1970. On the
basis of this data, it was concluded that facility processes used chrom c acid, copper sulfate

amoni a, ferric chloride, nickel, and sulfuric acid solutions

In 1968, the Bucks County Departnent of Health determined that the facility had never subnitted the required
Pol lution Incident Prevention Plan. Subsequent inspections revealed that waste material fromthe facility was
escapi ng fromthe processing and hol ding | agoons on Site, and was entering the unnaned tributaries of Rapp
Creek. The State and County Heal th Department took enforcement action against the conpany in an attenpt to
bring theminto conpliance with existing laws. The operators abandoned the

Site in Decenber 1969



PADOH performed a response action at the Site during 1970 and 1971. An estinated 3.5 nmillion gallons of waste
sl udges and |iquids were renoved.

Pumpabl e sl udges were renoved and di sposed of at sea. The renaining sludges were fixed with |ine, sodium
sul fide and sodiumsulfite, mxed with native soils, and buried onsite in process |agoons, and storage
lagoons. As a result of this renedial action, the 25-acre portion of the Site where process operations
occurred (the process area) has been extensively disturbed. No process or storage |agoons remain. Druns
were reported to have been crushed and buried in former storage |agoon C and former process |agoon 7 during
this action. (Figure 2, Site Features) Sone of the |agoons were closed by the operator during the period of
Site operation and the remai nder have been cl osed during the renedial action by the PADOH. Present ground
cover in the process area consists of bedrock fragments, soil, and m scell aneous debris

(trash, uprooted brush, and small trees). For the nost part, the ground surface is devoid of vegetation.
The remai ning 88-acre portion of the Site that was not used for metal reclamation is nostly vegetated.

The U. S. EPA performed additional response work at the Site from March 28 through April 17, 1984. This
included the renoval of 30 druns containing chromc acid and etching wastes, and 30 cubic yards of chemni cal
solids fromsurface soils and the | aboratory. Liquid wastes went to Frontier Chemical in N agara, New York,
and solid wastes went to Fondessy in Oregon, hio.

The Site was listed on the National Priorities List ("NPL") on July 22, 1987. The NPL is a list of hazardous
waste Sites across the country in need of renedial evaluation and response. The Site scored 31.31 under
EPA' s Hazard Ranking System

EPA entered into an Admnistrative Consent Order in Decenber 1988 to conduct a Renedial I|nvestigation and
Feasibility Study ("RI/FS") with the foll owi ng Respondents: AT&T Technol ogies, Inc.; Carpenter Technol ogy
Corporation; International Business Machines Corporation; and Yates |ndustries, |ncorporated.

Installation of an 8-foot-high security fence was conpl eted around the process area during the Phase | R on
Cct ober 4, 1989.

EPA issued an Adninistrative O der for Response Action to the Potentially Responsible Parties ("PRPs"), noted
above, as well as a nunber of other PRPs in Decenber 1991. This order required the renmoval of excavated
drunms and associ ated wastes staged onsite during the Rl and the inplenentation of soil erosion and
sedinentation controls. Wastes were renoved fromthe primary staging area and the four tenporary staging
areas depicted on Figure 5.

A Phase Il R was conducted to fill in data gaps and conplete the information collected in Phase |I. EPA
rel eased the Phase Il RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan for the Site on July 28, 1993. The thirty day
public comrent period was extended from August 26 to Septenber 25 providing a total of 60 days for public
conment .

111, HGHLI GATS OF COMWUNI TY PARTI C PATI ON

A Community Relations Plan for the Revere Chemical Site was conpleted in June 1989. This docunment lists
contacts and interested parties throughout government and the |ocal conmmunity. |t also establishes

comruni cation procedures to ensure timely dissemnation of pertinent information. The RI/FS report and the
Proposed Plan for the Site were released to the public on July 28, 1993, in accordance with Sections
113(k)(2)(B), 117(a), and 121(f)(1)(QG of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C [Para][Para] 9613(k)(2)(B), 9617(a), and
9621(f) (1) (G . These and other related docunents were nade available in the Adm nistrative Record | ocated at
the U S. EPA Region Il Ofice, 841 Chestnut Building, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 19107; and at the Site
Repositories: Nockam xon Township Building, Center H Il and Lake Warren Roads, Ferndale, Pennsylvania 18921,
Bucks County Free Library, 150 South Pine Road, Doyl estown, Pennsylvania, 18901, and Bucks County Free

Li brary, 229 California Road, Quakertown, Pennsylvania, 18951.

A public neeting was held on August 12, 1993 to discuss the results of the RI/FS and the preferred
alternative as presented in the Proposed Plan for the Site. Notice of the Proposed Plan and public neeting
was published in three | ocal newspapers of general circulation: The Mdrning Call (July 25, 1993); The Daily
Intelligencer (July 28, 1993); and The Quakertown Free Press (July 30, 1993). Additionally, copies of the
Proposed Plan were nailed to nany residences in the nearby vicinity of the Site and to other

interested parties on the Site mailing list. EPA notified the public of the 30-day extension to the public
comrent period by placing a display advertisenent in the Daily Intelligencer on Septenber 1, 1993.

In accordance with 40 CF.R [Para] 300.430 (f)(3)(F), all significant coments on the Proposed Pl an which
were received by EPA prior to the end of the public comrent period, including those expressed orally at the
public neeting, are addressed in the Responsiveness Sunmary which is attached to this Record of Decision
("RCOD").



V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTION W THI N SI TE STRATEGY

The National Contingency Plan ("NCP') (40 CF. R [Para] 300.430(a)(1)(i)) states that the general goal of the
remedy selection process is to select renedies that: 1) are protective of human health and the environnent;
2) maintain protection over tinme; and 3) minimze untreated waste. |n addition, Section 121 of CERCLA, 42

U S.C [Para] 9621, includes general goals for remedial actions at all Superfund sites. The goal s include:
achi eving a degree of cl eanup which assures protection of human health and the environment (Section
121(d)(1)); selecting cost effective remedies (Sections 121(a) and 121(b)(1)); preference for selecting
remedi al actions in which treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the vol une,

toxicity, or nobility of contaminants is a principal elenent (Section 121(b)); and requiring that the

sel ected renedy conply with or attain the level of any applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
("ARARs") of federal or State environnental |aws (Section 121(d)(2)(A).

The primary objectives of the renedy for the Revere Chemical Site, in addition to those stated above, are to
prevent potential exposure to the contam nated nmedia at the Site, to control and/or prevent the mgration of
contami nation fromthe Site via wind, and surface water transport, and to reduce residual risk to acceptable
levels. This is not the only response action planned for this Site. As a result of comrents received from
the U S. Departnent of Interior, EPA has been nade aware that further verification sanpling of the stream
corridor is necessary in order to evaluate the extent of streamcorridor contam nation related to nercury.
This additional data gathering and subsequent eval uation of technol ogies for addressing stream corridor
contanmi nation will be conducted in another phase of the RI/FS. In addition, EPA is deferring the selection
of a ground water remedy until additional ground water data is collected. The goal of the additional

hydr ogeol ogi ¢ investigation is to provide information on the

practicability of actively punping ground water to achi eve background cl eanup | evels.

The Site-specific renedial response objectives, which take into consideration the | evel of contam nation and
the risks posed by the contam nation, are as foll ows:

iProtection of human health and the environnent.

fSource control of Site soils contam nated with hazardous constituents to prevent exposure through
direct contact and to prevent |eaching to ground water.

jPreventing migration of contamnants fromthe Site via wind, and surface water transport.

fProtection of surface water and sedinent for current and future use, and protection of environnental
receptors.

V.  SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS AND EXTENT OF CONTAM NATI ON

The recent environnmental conditions at the Site have been characterized through inplenentation of the Phase |
RI. The results of the Phase | R are detailed in a Phase | Report prepared by Danes & More on behal f of
the Revere Steering Conmittee dated March 14, 1990. The Phase | R characterized Site soil, ground water,
surface water and stream sedi ments through a series of sanmpling and analysis. Soil sanples were collected
during the Phase | R froma series of test trench excavations in areas of environnental concern. The R

al so evaluated the quality of ground water in the overburden near monitoring well MM. The results of these
investigations are included in the Phase |A R report dated July 23, 1990. The results of the Phase | and | A
Rl indicated that a Phase Il investigation was necessary to further delineate the hydrogeol ogi c conditions.
The Phase Il Rl analyzed Site soil, ground water, surface water, stream sedi nents, and the onsite septic
tank, and above ground storage tanks.

The results of the soil investigation identified ten netals: antinony, arsenic, beryllium cadmum chrom um
copper, lead, nercury, vanadiumand zinc; all of which are present in Site soils at concentrations

di sti ngui shabl e from background. Metals concentrations were generally greater in the interval A or shallow
(0-1 foot) soil sampled rather than the interval B or deeper (2 feet to bedrock) soil sanpled.

A netals partitioning study was conducted as part of the Phase Il R to assess the potential for netals
present in soil at the Site to migrate to ground water as a result of rainfall infiltration. The results of
the study and scientific nmodel predict that the netals in the soil will not adversely inpact ground water
qual ity above naxi mum contam nant |evels ("MLs").

O gani ¢ conmpounds detected in the soil included polycyclic aronmatic hydrocarbons ("PAHs") and phthal at es.

The greatest concentration of Volatile Oganic Conmpounds ("VOCs") in the soil is limted to the forner
process and storage |agoons, the fornmer collection basins, an area south of the former process |agoons, and
the Process Refuse Area. VOCs and Base Neutral Extractables ("B/Ns") were also detected in the East
Sprayfield and South Spray field. Nnety percent of the South Spray filed, an area of approxinmately 8 acres,
has been revegetated. The East Spray field has an area of approximately 11 acres, nostly vegetated, with the



exception of about 20% of the total area.

Pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls ("PCBs") were detected at | ow concentrations (less than 8.6 ng/kg) in very limted
areas of the process area. PCBs were not detected in any soil sanple fromthe spray fields.

Summary concentrations of contam nants detected in the interval A soil sanples (0-1 foot of soil) in the
process area, the South Spray field, and the East Spray field are listed in Tables 1, 2 and 3. Conplete
anal ytical results are contained within the Rl Report and the Admi nistrative Record.

Geol ogy

The area surrounding the Site is underlain by various nmenbers of the Triassic-age Newark G oup. The

Lockat ong Formati on which underlies the Site is fairly honbgeneous. It is conposed of black to dark-gray,
t hi ckl y-bedded argillites, with | ocal occurrences of thin-bedded bl ack shal es. The Lockatong and Brunsw ck
Formati ons are interbedded in the Site vicinity. The Brunsw ck Formation ranges in conposition froma

t hi ck-bedded, resistant red to dark-gray argillite to a thinbedded, fissile, red shale, and siltstones.

Fractures within the Lockatong and Brunsw ck Fornati ons are found al ong beddi ng planes and as joints cutting
across beds. The degree of fracturing is dependent on the thickness and brittleness of the beds. Bedrock is
at ground surface to a depth of approxi mately 15 feet bel ow ground surface.

Soil Characteristics

The predom nant soil types at the Revere Chemical Site are the Abbottstown Series, Alluvial Land,
Bowmansvi |l e Series, Lansdale Series, and U ban Land.

The Abbottstown Series consists of deep, nearly level to sloping soils on uplands. They are forned at the
base of slopes, on side slopes, and on broad ridge tops in |loany material weathered fromred and brown shal e
and sandst one.

Al luvial |and appears on the floodplains of small streanms. Mderate stands of noisture tolerant trees occur
in sone areas of Alluvial |and.

Bowmansvill e Series consists of deep, poorly drained, nearly level soils on floodplains. The Bowmansville
Series forns along snall neandering streams in |loany alluviumthat washed from upl and soils underlain by
shal e and sandst one.

Lansdal e Series consists of deep, well-drained, soils on uplands. These soils occur on side slopes and
ridges, and formloany material weathered chiefly frombrown and yel | ow brown shal e and sandst one.

Most areas of Urban Land have been graded, and the original soil naterial and structure have been di sturbed,
filled over, or otherw se destroyed. Urban | and appears in highly devel oped areas of Bucks County.

Hydr ogeol ogy

The primary porosity and associ ated perneabilities of the Lockatong and Brunsw ck Formations are very | ow.
However, the devel opnent of fractures in the bedrock can increase permeability through secondary porosity.
The Lockatong Formation is utilized as an aquifer for residential and commercial purposes throughout Bucks
County, including the Site vicinity.

The capacity of the Lockatong Fornmation to store and transmt water is very low Yields of 31 wells within a
1/2 mile of the Site ranged from5 to 90 gallons per minute ("gpm') with an average yield of 17 gpm G eennan
(1955) reported the yields for 43 wells that tap the Lockatong Formation. Yields for these wells ranged from
2 gpmto 25 gpm with an average yield of 10 gpm

Surface Drai nage

The Site is primarily drained by the east and west tributaries to Rapp Greek. The tributaries converge in
the southeast portion of the Site and di scharge to Rapp Creek approximately 300 feet beyond the Site
boundary. Rapp Oreek flows into Tinicum Creek, which in turn enpties into the Delaware River. The Del aware
River is approximately four mles fromthe Site.

G ound water |nvestigation

The hydraulic conductivity of the bedrock aquifer at the Site is prinmarily controlled by fractures and is
relatively low Gound water flows fromthe northwest corner of the Site, downslope to the unnaned
tributaries. Shallow ground water fromthe south and east portions of the Site (spray fields) also flows
toward the onsite tributaries. Shallow ground water fromthe northwest corner and the south and east



portions of the Site converges at the tributaries and discharges to the creek. Deeper ground water nay flow
beneath the creek.

Shal | ow and deep ground water flow ng beneath the Site are separated by a series of black unfractured shal e
beds. These beds occur at around 100 feet bel ow ground surface and cause the ground water flow to behave as
two systens. Gound water in the deeper flow systemis not affected by the presence of the tributaries.
Flow in the deeper systemis to the southeast. (See Figure 3)

There are el even on-site nonitoring wells. Based on the effect of well nodification during Phase |1
unfiltered ground water data collected during Phase Il is not considered representative of Site ground water
quality with regard to netals concentrations. Therefore, this data was not used for risk assessment purposes
and is not reported below. However, the RI Report and the Adninistrative Record contain all of this

anal ytical data.

Trichl oroethylene ("TCE') was detected in the followi ng shallow nmonitoring wells during the four quarterly
ground water sanpling events: MM, MM2, MNM7 and MM12. The greatest TCE concentrations were detected in
sanpl es collected fromMM4. Concentrations in M¥4 ranged from44 ug/l to 170 ug/l. Each of these
nonitoring wells is situated downgradi ent of areas where the greatest VOC concentrations were detected in
soil. These wells were all conpleted at a depth above the unfractured bl ack shal es.

The B/ N compound, 1,2,4-trichl orobenzene ("TCB"), was detected in only MM4 at concentrations ranging from4l
ug/l to 150 ug/l. 1, 2dichl orobenzene was detected in only M¥4 at concentrations ranging from3 ug/l to 5
ug/ | .

TCE and TCB concentrations in ground water at the Site appear to be linted to the northwest portion of the
process area. Neither TCE nor TCB were detected in any of the four quarterly ground water sanples collected
during the Phase Il R fromnonitoring wells MM11, MM5 & MM10. These wells were all conpleted at a depth
bel ow t he bl ack shal es

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) phthal ate ("BEHP') was detected in the following wells: M¥2, MAM5, MWM8, MN10, MNM11l, and
MM 12 at concentrations ranging from3 ppb to 42 ppb

I nfrequent detection of the organi c conpounds acetone, nethylene chloride, and carbon disulfide in the
nonitoring wells sanpl ed does not indicate that the Site is a source of these conpounds. The detected
organi ¢ conpounds acetone and net hyl ene chloride are common | aboratory contam nants and/or were detected in
bl ank sanples (i.e., control sanples used to determne if contam nants are originating fromsources, e.g.

| aboratory other than the sanpled media).

No pesticides, PCBs, or acid extractable organic compounds ("AEs") were detected in any of the onsite ground
wat er sanpl es

TCE and 1,1, 1-trichloroethane ("1,1,1-TCA") were detected in one offsite residential well south of the Site
during round one ground water sanpling at estinmated concentrations of 2 ug/l and 3 ug/l, respectively. These
concentrations are bel ow federal Safe Drinking Water Act ("SDWA') maxi num contam nant |evels ("MLs") for TCE
(5 ug/l) and 1,1,1-TCA (200 ug/l). TCE was al so detected in round four ground water sanples collected from
an offsite residential well north of the Site at 0.397 ug/l and at an offsite

residential well west of the Site on the south side of Route 611 at a concentration of 0.422 ug/l. Each of
these concentrations is less than the MCL for TCE

Al though trace anmounts of TCE were detected offsite, ground water el evation data obtained for residential
wells in the Site vicinity and the results of a ground water elevation study conducted in the Site vicinity
by the United States Ceol ogical Survey ("USGS') indicate that the Site is hydraulically

downgradi ent of the residential wells that were subject to ground water sanpling and anal yses during the
Phase Il RI. Therefore, it is concluded that constituent concentrations detected in residential well water
sanples are not attributed to the Site

Wth the exception of |ead that was detected in the filtered ground water sanple collected froman offsite
residential well north of the Site during round one sanpling, none of the nmetals or hexaval ent chrom um
concentrations detected exceed MCLs in either the round one or round four filtered ground water sanples
collected fromthe residential wells.

Lead was detected in filtered ground water sanples ranging from.75 ug/l to 18.10 ug/l. The highest filtered
sanpl e detection occurred in M¥5 in round one only. The proposed MCL is 15 ug/l. The analytical detections

of lead in the filtered ground water sanples were anonalous in that for each round of sanpling the detection

of lead occurred in a different nonitoring well.

Arsenic was detected in ground water in concentrations ranging from9 ug/l to 46.6 ug/l. The MCL for arsenic



is 50 ug/l.

No VOCs, Aes, B/Ns, or PCBs were detected in the Cotner ground water sanple collected during round one. Lead
was detected at a concentration that exceeded the MCL in the unfiltered ground water sanple collected from
the Cotner well during round one. No netals were detected above MCLs in the filtered sanples

Surface Water and Sedi nent

Several of the organic constituents detected in surface water and sedi ment exceeded | evels detected in
background sanples. Copper, chrom umand nercury were detected in tributary sedinent. Copper and nanganese
were detected in surface water sanples at concentrations that exceed their correspondi ng background | evel
Mercury was not detected in background sedi ment sanples. The aquatic comunity survey indicated that the
benthic community in the east and west tributaries at the Site adjacent to the

process area had been adversely inpacted. There is a rebound in the benthic community as distance fromthe
process area increases. Table 14 is a conparison of inorganic analytical results of surface water sanples to
background surface sanples. Table 15 is a conparison of inorganic analytical results of sedinent sanples to
background sedi nent sanples. Figure 4 shows the location of the surface water and sedi ments sanples. Table 16
is a conparison of the analytical results for surface water toxicity sanples to Pennsylvania Water Quality
Criteria for where the criteria were exceeded.

Solid Waste

As a result of the extensive excavations perforned, it is unlikely that additional druns remain beneath the
Site in the areas of nmagnetic anonalies investigated, with the exception of the vicinity of the fornmer
Storage Lagoon C. Poor field conditions and the thickness (up to 15 feet) of the overburden had precl uded
further investigation and renoval during the Phase Il R field work.

There are two solid waste refuse piles in the process area that include househol d appliances, trash
abandoned aut onobi | es, wood and scrap netal. See Figure 5 for |ocation

Process Building and Septic Tank/Dry Wl | |nvestigations

Chrysotil e asbestos was detected in sanples collected fromthe corrugated material covering the process
buil ding, the shingle pile, and the white the material covering aboveground storage tank ("AST") 1.

There are three ASTs inside the process building and a dust collector. None of the ASTs or the dust
col lector contained liquids. The solid naterial collected fromAST 1, AST 3, and AST 4 contained VOCs, B/Ns,
TAL netals, and cyanide. The solid material collected fromAST 1 al so contai hed Aes and PCBs.

The liquid sanple collected fromthe septic tank contained VOCs. Metals were detected in the |iquid sanples
collected fromthe septic tank and dry well. VOCs, B/Ns, and netals were detected in the solid sanple
collected fromthe septic tank

VI. SUWRRY OF SITE R SKS

An assessnent of the potential risks posed to human heal th and the environment was conpleted i n accordance
with the NCP [40 C.F.R 300.430(d)]. This section of the ROD discusses the results of the baseline risk
assessnent. The results of the baseline risk assessnent are used to determ ne whether renediation is
necessary, to help provide justification for performng the renedial action and to assist in determning what
exposure pathways need to be renediat ed

A HUVAN HEALTH RI SK EVALUATI ON

The potential human health risks posed by a Superfund Site if no renedial action is taken are calculated in a
basel i ne ri sk assessment.

In general, a Site poses a potential human health risk if 1) the contam nants at the Site may cause cancer or
sone other health effect at existing levels, 2) there is a route or pathway through which a receptor nmay be
exposed, e.g., ingestion of contam nated soil, and 3) there is a receptor which is exposed, e.g., a child
ingesting soil. In a baseline human health risk assessnment, the contaninants are eval uated, the exposure
routes are characterized and the receptors are identified

The Site is not currently occupied. Persons potentially at risk include offsite residents, trespassers
future onsite workers and future residents.

Exposure Assessnent



Current land use in the vicinity of the Site is residential, comercial and agricultural. Current onsite
land use is industrial based on current zoning. Future onsite |and use is assuned to be residential for risk
assessnent purposes. Gound water beneath the Site is classified as a Jass || A aquifer, a current source of
drinking water. Numerous residential wells in the area of the Site are used for drinking water and ot her
domesti c uses.

The exposure assessnent identified potential exposure pathways. Four exposure scenari os were exam ned under
current and future |and use assunptions. Exposure of receptors to chemcals in potentially inpacted nedia
(surface soil, ground water, and air) were exam ned under Reasonabl e Maxi num Exposure ("RME') assunptions.
For purposes of the risk assessment, the Site was subdivided into three major areas for evaluating the
surface soil data

{The Process Area
{The East Spray field
{The South Spray field

Sanpl es were grouped in these three areas for purposes of calculating sutmmary statistics (mean and upper
confidence limts). These groupings correspond to the subdivision of the Site during the Rl and all ow an
estimation of risks based on the reported uses of different areas of the Site. The scenarios were: 1)
onsite trespasser - Process area, East Spray field, and South Spray field; 2) offsite residents under the
current | and use assunption; and 3) onsite resident under the future |and use assunption. EPA perforned
addi tional calculations to evaluate the risk posed to a future onsite worker. The analytical results for
sanpl es collected fromnonitoring wells were used in the future |and use exposure scenari 0s.

Use of an exposure scenari o based on future residential use is consistent with EPA R sk Assessnent Cui dance
whi ch requires consideration of hypothetical residential use. The NCP requires that ground water which is
suitable for use as a water supply be protected and restored to its beneficial use.

Potenti al exposure pat hways considered for the purpose of evaluating Site risks included: ingestion, derna
contact and vapor inhal ation of contam nated ground water; inhalation of volatiles and particulates in air;
and ingestion and dermal contact with surface soil. The potential exposure pathways for current and future

| and use scenarios are presented in Tables 4 and 5.

The next step in the exposure assessnent process involved the quantification of the nmagnitude, frequency, and
duration of exposure for the popul ati ons and exposure routes selected for evaluation. The contam nant intake
equations and intake paraneters were derived fromstandard literature equations and data from EPA gui dance
docunents. Average Daily Doses ("ADD') and Lifetinme Average Daily Doses ("LADD') were estimated for

contam nants of concern in the baseline risk assessnent.

Toxicity Assessnent

The Reference Dose ("RfD') for a substance represents the level of intake which is unlikely to result in
adver se non-carcinogeni ¢ health effects in individuals exposed for a chronic period of time. For

carci nogens, the slope factor is used to estinate an upper-bound probability of an individual devel oping
cancer as a result of exposure to a particular |evel of a potential carcinogen

Ri sk Characterization

The baseline risk assessnent in the RI/FS quantified the potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks to
human heal th posed by contami nants of concern in several exposure nedia. The carcinogenic and
non- car ci nogeni ¢ risks were determned for soil, air and ground water

Carcinogenic risk is presented as the increnental probability of an individual contracting sone form of
cancer over a lifetime as the result of exposure to the carcinogen. R sk standards for non-carci nogenic
conmpounds are established at acceptable levels and criteria considered protective of human popul ati ons from
t he possibl e adverse effect from human exposure. The ratio of the ADD to the RfD val ues, defined as the
hazard quotient, provides an indication of the potential for systemc toxicity to occur. |If the sum

of the aggregate hazard quotients does not exceed one, there is not a concern for a non-carcinogenic public
health threat. The carcinogenic risks for each of the exposed popul ations are summarized in Tables 6, 7, 8
and 9.

The non-carcinogenic risks are summarized on Tables 10, 11, 12, and 13. Tables are not included for future
onsite worker risks. The risk evaluation of the Site indicated the foll ow ng

Because the hazard quotients exceeded 1 and the baseline carcinogenic risk exceeds the risk range of 10[-4]
to 10[-6], renedial action will be taken at this Site



The principal risk analysis results for the Revere Site are sumari zed bel ow. The exposure pat hways providi ng
the greatest contribution to estimated health risks were soil ingestion and dernal contact with soil

Current Land Use

The excess lifetime cancer risk for offsite residents currently exposed to contaninants in soil via
inhal ation of dust is 2 x 10[-6] (or 2 in 1,000, 000).

The excess lifetinme cancer risk for a Site trespasser in the Process area is 2 x 10[-6] (or 2 in 1,000, 000).
The exposure pat hways assunmed are soil ingestion, and dermal contact with soil and inhal ation

The excess lifetine cancer risk for a Site trespasser in the East Spray field is 2 x 10[-8] (or 2 in
100, 000, 000). The exposure pat hways assumed are soil ingestion and inhal ation

The excess lifetime cancer risk for a Site trespasser in the South Spray field is 2 x 10[-8] (or 2 in
100, 000, 000). The exposure pat hways assuned are soil ingestion and inhal ation

The hazard quotient cal cul ated for each exposure scenario is greater than 1.0 for estimated lifetine
non-cancer effects. The highest hazard quotients are associated with the inhalation of chronmi um

Future Land Use

The excess lifetime cancer risk for a future onsite resident is 2 x 10[-4] (or 2 in 10,000). The exposure
pat hways include soils ingestion, dermal contact with soil, ingestion of ground water, dermal contact with
ground water, inhalation of VOCs fromground water, and ingestion of garden fruits and vegetabl es from an

onsi te garden

The excess lifetime cancer risk for a future onsite worker is 7 x 10[-6] (or 7 in 1,000,000). The exposure
pat hways assuned are soil ingestion and inhal ation

The hazard quotient cal cul ated for each exposure scenario is greater than 1.0 for estimated lifetine
non-cancer effects. The highest hazard quotients are associated with the inhalation of chromiumin dust and
the ingestion of copper through consunption of garden fruits and vegetabl es grown in contam nated soil

The hazard quotient for chrom umexceeds 1.0 for inhalation exposures associated with all scenarios. The
concentration of chromumin soil was neasured as total chromium Exposures to chrom um were eval uated using
a reference dose based on hexaval ent chronmium the nost toxic species. Therefore, it is likely that risks
associ ated with inhal ati on of chrom um have been overesti mat ed

Environnental Ri sk

Based upon consultation with State and Federal agenci es know edgeabl e about threatened or endangered species
in the Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania, EPA has determ ned that endangered species or sensitive habitats are
near the Site. The endangered floral species Tomanthra auricul ata (fal se foxglove)
was identified in the South Spray field. Two types of wetlands, Riverine and Pal ustrine, have been
identified at the Site. Riverine wetlands are limted to the east and west tributaries. Palustrine
wet | ands, including open water, emergent, scrub-shrub and forested wetlands are found in the northeast corner
of the Site or in the South Spray field

The contam nant of nost concern for environnental risk is nmercury. The northernnost contanination zone within
the East Spray field contains up to 6.5 ppm and soils in the southernnost area contain 30 ppm The South
Spray field al so contains extensive areas of mercury contam nation throughout the delineated wetland areas
and near the eared fal se foxglove plants, at concentrations ranging up to 2.5 ppm These concentrati ons
represent significant contam nation conpared to the background soils collected, which

contained no mercury (detection linmt 0.1 ppn).

Because of the proximty of the wetland areas to the contam nated areas of the South Spray field, the
environnental risk associated with these levels of mercury in soils is expected to be of concern. Mercury
contami nation of soils could provide a significant food chain pathway to migratory birds due to feeding on
eart hworns exposed to soils containing nercury

In assessing environmental risk, EPA did not rely solely on the conclusions of the Rl report because the
Agency believes the technical conclusions of the Rl were limted in scope. Further the "weight-of-evidence"
on mercury toxicity fromthe literature was not considered in the R and is necessary

to evaluate environmental risks. In particular, EPA has relied upon information in the Admi nistrative Record
fromthe scientific community (see "Mercury hazards to fish, wildlife and invertebrates: a synoptic review
by R Eisler and "Accurul ation of nethylnercury in the earthworm Eisenia foetida, and its effect on



regeneration" by WN. Beyer, E. Gonartie and GB. Mnent), as well as upon information fromthe U S
Departnent of Interior ("DA"). DA recomends a cleanup standard of 0.1 ppm based on no
nercury detected in background sanpl es.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by the preferred
alternative or one of the other renedial measures considered, present a current or potential threat to public
health, welfare, and the environnent.

VII. DESCR PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ACTI ON ALTERNATI VES

In accordance with Section 300.430 of the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol | uti on Contingency Pl an
("NCP"), 40 CFR 300.430, a list of remedial response actions and representative technol ogies was identified
and screened to determ ne whether they woul d neet the renedial action objectives at the Site. EPA seeks to
elimnate, reduce, or control risks to human health and the environment. EPA expects to include both
treatment to minimze the threat posed by highly nobile wastes and contai nment to control

lowlevel threats. EPA expects to use treatnent to address the principal threats posed by a site, wherever,
practicable. Principal threats for which treatnment is nost likely to be appropriate include |iquids, areas
contam nated wi th high concentrations of toxic conpounds, and highly nobile materials. The principal threat
at the Site is the VOC contam nated soils. Using the MCL for TCE in conjunction with its partitioning
properties and nodeling conducted during the RI, Oganic Hot Spots are defined for VOCs as

areas where the concentration of VOCs in the soils exceeds 22.8ny/kg.

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA Sites attain legally applicable or rel evant
and appropriate federal and State standards, requirenents, criteria and limtations which are collectively
referred to as "ARARs", unless such ARARs are wai ved under CERCLA Section 121(d)(4). Applicable requirenents
are those substantive environnental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations promul gated under
federal or State law that specifically address hazardous substances found at the Site, the renedial action to
be inplemented at the Site, the location of the Site, or other circunstances present at the Site. Relevant
and appropriate requirenents are those substantive environmental protection requirenents, criteria or
limtations pronul gated under federal or State | aw which are not applicable to the hazardous materials found
at the Site, however, the Site problenms are sufficiently simlar such that their use is wellsuited to the
Site. ARARs may relate to the substances addressed by the renedial action (chem cal-specific), to the
location of the Site (locationspecific), or to the manner in which the renedial action is inplenented
(actionspecific). The Feasibility Study ("FS'), dated July 1993, discusses the alternatives evaluated for the
Site and provides supporting information leading to alternative sel ection by EPA

It should be noted that all cost, tinme frames and waste/treat nent vol umes indi cated bel ow are estimates based
on the RI/FS and the Adm nistrative Record for this Site. This information will be further refined for the
sel ected renedial alternatives during the remedi al design.

N ne renedial alternatives were identified as possible response actions for the Site soil and solid waste.
Table 17 lists the renedial alternatives and provides information on estinmated costs.

Common ARARs:

The ARARs |isted bel ow are common to Alternatives S2 through S9. Alternative S1 is a no action alternative,
therefore there are no ARARs.

Ofsite treatnent, storage, and di sposal of hazardous substances will conply with RCRA regul ati ons and
standards for owners and operators of hazardous waste treatnent, storage, and disposal facilities, in
accordance with 25 PA Code Chapter 264, Subchapters A-E, Subchapter | (containers), and Subchapter J (tanks).

RCRA regul ations for the generation and transportati on of hazardous wastes (25 PA Code Chapter 262,
Subchapters A, B and C, and Chapter 263) and the Departnent of Transportation Rules for Hazardous Materials
Transport (49 CF.R Parts 107 and 171-179) are applicable to the offsite disposal of

drums and solid waste.

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 U S.C. [Para] 1651 et seq., may be applicable if a determnation is
nade that endangered species will be affected by Site renedi ati on.

The foll owi ng Residual Waste Regul ations are relevant and appropriate for all alternatives which include
cappi ng: Standards for cap, final cover and grading: 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 288.234, 288.436, and Appendi x
A Table Il; Standards for revegetation: 25 Pa Code [Para][Para] 288.236 and 288.237; Standards for water
quality protection: 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 288.241 and 288.44; Standards for ground water nonitoring: 25
Pa Code [Para][Para] 288.251, 288.254, and 288. 257.

Regul ations for onsite handling and renoval of ashestos at 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M[Para][Para] 61.141,



61. 145, 61.149(c) & 61.156 are applicable to Alternatives S2 through S9.

The Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act ("TSCA") of 1976, 15 U S.C. [Para][Para] 2601 to 2671, establishes
regul ations at 40 CF. R Part 761.60, D sposal Requirenents; 761.65, Storage for Disposal; 761.207, Ceneral
Mani f est Requi rement s.

I npl emrent ati on of dust controls and erosion and sedi mentation controls during capping and regrading wl|l
conply with PADER s Chapter 102 regul ations as explained in the ERCSI ON AND SEDI MENT POLLUTI ON CONTRCL
PROGRAM MANUAL dated April 1990 (as authorized under the dean Streans Law, 35 P.S. [Para] 691.202 et. seq.)

Fugi tive dust em ssions generated during renmedial activities will be controlled in order to conply with
fugitive dust regulations in the federally-approved State Inplementation Plan for the Conmonweal th of
Pennsyl vani a, 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 123.1 - 123.2, and will not violate the National Anbient Air quality
Standards for particulate matter, 40 CF. R [Para][Para] 50.6 and 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 131.1 through
131. 4.

The ARARs |isted below are commbn to Alternatives S3, S6, S7, S8 and $9.

National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality requirenents, 40 CF. R 50 et seq., are applicable and
nust be met for the discharge of contaminants into the air. Pennsylvania's Air Pollution Control Act is also
applicable, as are Pennsylvania's Air Pollution Control Regulations at 25 Pa. Code [Para][Para] 121.1, 121.2,
121.7. 121.8 - Ceneral Provisions, Part 123 - Standards for Contaninants; and 127.1, 127.11. 127.12(a)(5)
Construction, Mdification, Reactivation and Operati on of Sources.

The requirenents of Subpart AA (Air Em ssion Standards for Process Vents) of the Federal RCRA regul ations set
forth at 40 CFR Part 264, Subpart AA are relevant and appropriate depending on the |level of organics in the
contam nated soil. These regulations require that total organic emssions fromthe air stripping process
vents nmust be less than 1.4 kg/hr (3 Ib/hr) and 2800 kg/yr (3.1 tons/yr).

25 Pa. Code [Para] 123.31 prohibits the em ssion of nal odorous contam nants from crossing the property line.

25 Pa. Code [Para] 127.11 will apply. These Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania regulations require a plan for
approval for nost air stripping and soil venting/decontam nation projects designed to renove volatile
contami nants fromsoil, water, and other materials regardl ess of em ssion rate.

25 Pa. Code [Para] 127.12(a)(5) will apply to new point source air em ssions that result frominpl ementation
of the renedial alternatives |isted above. These Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a regul ations require that

em ssions be reduced to the mni mum obtai nable | evels through the use of best avail able

technol ogy ("BAT") as defined in 25 PA. Code [Para] 121.1.

ALTERNATI VE S1: NO ACTI OV | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTROLS

Estimated Capital Cost: $0

Esti mated Annual O8M Costs: $132, 915
Estimated Present Worth: $2,176, 144
Esti mated Construction Tinme: none

The NCP requires that EPA consider a "No Action" alternative for each site to establish a baseline for
conparison to alternatives that do require action. For the Revere Site, this alternative provides only for
nmai ntai ning the current conditions at the Site and routine nonitoring activities in order to provide
information on changes in Site conditions. The use of institutional controls would not require nodifications
but, would linmt access to the Site through the use of fencing and deed restrictions.

Long-termmonitoring and a five-year review programwould be required.

There are no ARARs associated with a No Action Alternative.
ALTERNATI VE S2: ERCSI ON CONTROL CAP/ OFFSI TE SOLI D WASTE DI SPCSAL

Estimated Capital Cost: $3,769, 656
Esti mated Annual O8M Costs: $161, 655
Estimated Present Wirth: $6, 254, 843
Esti mated Construction Tinme: 12 nonths

Under this alternative, the solid waste refuse piles in the Process area which include househol d appliances,
trash, abandoned aut onobiles, wood, and scrap netal and the contents of the aboveground storage tanks (See
Figure 5) woul d be sanpl ed and anal yzed for waste characterizati on and di sposed offsite at an EPA-approved
facility. Buried druns may still exist in the vicinity of forner Storage Lagoon C (Figure 2). Any buried



drums woul d be excavated, characterized, and transported to an EPA-approved facility for di sposal

The asbestos woul d be renoved fromthe sides of the Process Building by a |licensed asbestos renediation
contractor. Asbestos-containing material ("ACM) surrounding one of the aboveground storage tanks inside the
Process Building and the shingle debris pile adjacent to the Process Buil ding would al so be renoved by a

| i censed asbestos renedi ation contractor. The contents, if any, of the Process Building s aboveground tanks
woul d be renoved, packaged, sanpled, and anal yzed. Based on the results of the analysis, this naterial would
be properly disposed offsite at an EPA approved facility.

Fol |l owi ng renoval of the solid wastes, all areas in the process area and the spray fields where soils exceed
any of the following criteria would be covered with an erosion control cap: the hazard index for exposure to
contam nated soils exceeds 1, exposure to contam nated soils represents a carcinogenic risk greater than 1 x
10[-4]; and the soils contain | eachable contanminants that will |leach to | evels above the nmethod detection
limts for those contam nants using Drinking Water Anal ytical nethods as described in

Tabl es 18 and 19. Subgrade preparati on woul d be conpleted by grading the Site to control surface water

run-on and run-off thereby controlling erosion. Common fill, at least 12 inches thick, would be placed over
the area to be capped and covered with 6 inches of top soil. Drainage swales would be |ined where necessary
to prevent washout. |Institutional controls such as fencing and deed restrictions would be used to limt

access to the Site.

Solid waste di sposal can be acconplished w thin approximately nine nmonths after the approval of the
alternative. The erosion control cap can be conpleted within 12 nmonths of the initiation of construction
activities. Approximately 12 to 18 nonths would be required to establish vegetation on the cap. Long-term
nonitoring and a five year-revi ew programwoul d be required

The ARARs |isted as common ARARs are applicable to this Alternative. This alternative will neet all comon
ARARs described except the Standards for Cap under the landfill closure requirenents of the Pennsylvania
Resi dual Waste Regul ati ons

ALTERNATI VE S3: ERCSI ON CONTRCOL CAP/ CLAY CAP- SLURRY WALL/ VACUUM
EXTRACTI OV CFFSI TE SOLI D WASTE DI SPOSAL

Estimated Capital Cost: $5, 240, 466

Esti mated Annual Q&M Costs: $161, 655- 944, 038
Estimated Present Worth: $9, 122, 139

Estimated Construction Tinme: 21 nonths

This alternative includes the renoval and offsite disposal of the solid waste as described in Alternative S2
After renoval of the solid waste fromthe Site, a slurry cutoff wall will be installed around Collection
Basi ns AA and BB, where concentrations of TCB are defined as a TCB Hot Spot. A TCB Hot Spot is an area where

the soil concentration of TCB exceeds 4,437 ng/kg. The slurry cutoff wall will isolate the TCB Hot Spot areas
of the Site soil containing TCB which may potentially cone into contact with horizontally mgrating ground
water. Following installation of the slurry cutoff wall, Collection Basins AA and BB will be covered with a

clay cap (See Alternative S4 for a description of a clay cap). Follow ng the renoval of the solid waste, al
areas in the Process Area and the Spray fields where the concentration of contam nants exceed any of the
following criteria will be covered with an erosion control cap as described in Alternative S2: the hazard
index for exposure to contam nated soils exceeds 1; exposure to

contanminated soils represents a carcinogenic risk greater than 1 x 10[-4]; the soils contain |eachable
contam nants that will leach to | evels above the nethod detection limts for those contam nants using
Drinking Water Anal ytical nethods as described in Tables 18 and 19. Additionally, vacuum extraction ("VE")
systens would be installed in the areas of the Site where the concentration of total VOCs in soil exceeds
22.8 ng/kg. Under this alternative, VE wells would be installed below grade in the areas of

concern. The organic constituents in the subsurface will volatilize and be drawn to the extraction wells
because of the induced vacuum The vapor discharge fromthe VE system woul d pass through an off-gas
treatnment unit, such as vapor-phase GAC or a thernal treatment unit, to reduce contam nant concentrations in
the air streamto acceptable levels prior to discharge. Wien the VE systens are renoved fromthe Site, any
intrusions into capped areas will be repaired

Solid waste di sposal can be acconplished w thin approximately nine nonths. Cay cap and slurry cutoff wall
installation can be conpleted within 3 nonths, and the erosion control cap can be conpleted within

approxi mately twel ve nonths of the initiation of construction activities. Approximately 12 to 18 nonths woul d
be required to establish vegetation of the cap. Institutional controls such as fencing and deed restrictions
woul d be used to linit access to the Site; long-termnonitoring and a five-year revi ew programwoul d be
required

The ARARs |isted as cormon ARARs are applicable to this Alternative. This alternative will neet all comon
ARARs descri bed except the Standards for Cap under the landfill closure requirements of the Pennsylvani a



Resi dual Waste Regul ati ons.
ALTERNATI VE S4: CLAY CAP/ SLURRY WALL/ OFFSI TE SCOLI D WASTE DI SPCSAL

Estimated Capital Cost: $7,780,510
Esti mated Annual O8%M Costs: $161, 655
Esti mated Present Wrth: $10, 265, 697
Estimated Construction Tine: 15 nonths

This alternative includes the renoval and offsite disposal of the solid waste as described in Aternative S2.
After renoval of the solid waste fromthe Site, a slurry cutoff wall will be installed around Collection

Basi ns AA and BB as described in Alternative S3. Following installation of the slurry cutoff wall, the
process area and isolated areas in the spray fields would be covered with a clay cap or equivalent to achieve
a 10[-7] perneability or less in areas that exceed the criteria set forth in Alternative 3. Subgrade
preparation would be conpleted by grading the Site to control surface water

run-on and run-off thereby controlling erosion. Conpacted clay woul d be placed over the areas to be capped.
A sand drai nage | ayer woul d be placed over the clay. The sand drai nage | ayer woul d be covered with 18 inches
of common fill and 6 inches of top soil.

Solid waste di sposal can be acconplished within approxinmately nine nmonths. Slurry cutoff wall installation
can be conpleted within 3 nonths, and the clay cap can be conpleted within approxinately twel ve nonths of the
initiation of construction activities. Approximately 12 to 18 nonths would be required to establish
vegetation of the cap. Institutional controls such as fencing and deed restrictions would be used to limt
access to the Site; long-termnonitoring and a five-year revi ew programwoul d be required.

The ARARs |isted as common ARARs are applicable to this Alternative. This alternative will nmeet all ARARs.
ALTERNATI VE S5: | MPERVEABLE CAP/ SLURRY WALL/ OFFSI TE DI SPCSAL

Estimated Capital Cost: $11, 249, 062

Esti mated Annual O8M Costs: $167,415 - 179, 395
Esti mated Present Wrth: $13, 834, 050

Estimated Construction Tine: 15 nonths

This alternative includes the renoval and offsite disposal of the solid waste as described in Aternative S2.
Following its renmoval, a slurry cutoff wall will be installed around Collection Basins AA and BB, where TCB
concentrations are defined as an TCB Hot Spot. A TCB Hot Spot is an area where the soil concentration of TCB
exceeds 4,437 ng/kg. Follow ng conpletion of the slurry walls, the Process Area and isolated areas in the
Spray fields would be covered with an i nmperneable cap in areas that exceed the criteria set forth in
Alternative S3. Subgrade preparati on woul d be conpleted by grading the Site to control surface water run-on
and run-off above the cap to the adjacent tributaries of Rapp Creek. A geotextile filter fabric and flexible
nenbrane liner would be placed over the areas to be capped and a sand drai nage | ayer would be installed over
t he geomenbrane. A second menbrane would be laid on top of this drainage | ayer and covered by a 12-inch
coarse sand layer. This sand |ayer would be covered with a

geotextile fabric. Finally, the entire menbrane systemwoul d be covered with 18 inches of common fill and 6
inches of topsoil and then vegetated.

Solid waste di sposal can be acconplished within approximately nine months. Slurry cutoff wall installation
can be conpleted within 3 nonths, and the inperneable cap can be conpleted w thin approxi mately twel ve nonths
of the initiation of construction activities. Approxinmately 12 to 18 nonths would be required to establish
vegetation of the cap. Institutional controls such as fencing and deed restrictions would be used to limt
access to the Site; long-termnonitoring and a five-year review programwoul d be required.

The ARARs |isted above as common ARARs are applicable to this Alternative. This alternative will neet all
ARARS.

ALTERNATI VE S6: CLAY CAP/ SLURRY WALL/ VACUUM EXTRACTI OV OFFSI TE DI SPCSAL

Estimated Capital Cost: $8, 230,671

Esti mated Annual O8M Costs: $161, 655 - 620, 552
Estimated Present Worth: $11, 152, 894

Esti mated Construction Tinme: 21 nonths

This alternative includes the renoval and offsite disposal of solid waste as described in Alternative S2.
Fol | owi ng renoval of the solid waste, a slurry cutoff wall will be installed around the areas of Collection
Basi ns AA and BB as described in Alternative S3. The Process Area and certain areas of the Spray fields



woul d be covered with a clay cap as described in Aliternative S4. Additionally, vacuumextraction ("VE")
systens would be installed in the areas of the Site where the concentration of VOCs in soil exceeds 22.8

ng/ kg. Under this alternative, VE wells would be installed below grade in the areas of concern. The organic
constituents in the subsurface will volatilize and be drawn to the extraction wells because of the induced
vacuum The vapor discharge fromthe VE system woul d pass through an off-gas treatment unit, such as
vapor - phase GAC or a thermal treatnment unit, to reduce contam nant concentrations in the air streamto
acceptable levels prior to discharge. Wen the VE systens are renoved fromthe Site, any intrusions into
capped areas will be repaired

Solid waste di sposal can be acconplished within approxinately nine nmonths. Slurry cutoff wall installation
can be completed within 3 nonths, and the clay cap can be conpleted within approxinately twel ve nonths of the
initiation of construction activities. Approximately 12 to 18 nonths woul d be required to establish
vegetation of the cap. |Institutional controls such as fencing and deed restrictions would be used to linit
access to the Site; long-termnonitoring and a five-year review programwoul d be required

The ARARs |isted above as common ARARS are applicable to this Alternative. This alternative will neet all
ARARS.

ALTERNATI VE S7: ERGCSI ON CONTRCL CAP/ LOW TEMPERATURE THERVAL STRI PPI NG OFFSI TE DI SPOSAL

Estimated Capital Cost: $16, 252, 161

Esti mated Annul O8M Costs: $161, 655 - 869, 005
Esti mated Present Wrth: $20, 052, 584
Estimated Construction Tinme: 36 nonths

This alternative includes the offsite disposal of solid waste at the Site as described in Alternative S2
excavation and treatment of the process area soil that contains total VOCs above the prelimnary cleanup
level in soil of 6.1 ng/kg and/ or TCB above the prelinminary cleanup |evel of 6,236 ng/kg by Low Tenperature
Thermal Stripping ("LTTS"), offsite disposal of treated soil, and installation of an

erosion control cap as described in Alternative S2. For this alternative 6.1 ng/kg total VOCs and 6, 234
ng/ kg TCB was used to estimate the volune of contami nated soil to be treated. Actual cleanup levels are
expected to be | ower, which may increase cost and estinated construction tine

The LTTS involves treating an estimated 26,000 cubic yards or approxi nmately 34,000 tons of contam nated soil.
These estimates are based on the prelimnary cleanup levels listed in the preceding paragraph and are subject

to change. Costs are anticipated to increase based on the cleanup |levels to be developed. Soil is fed into
a dryer and heated to a tenperature of 200 to 800 degrees Fahrenheit. An inert gas is introduced to strip
the organi c conpounds fromthe soil, followed by a carbon adsorption unit or an

incinerator to recover or destroy the organic conmpounds. The exhaust fromthe LTTS unit would contain
det ect abl e concentrati ons of organic em ssions and particul ate natter generated during processing operations.
Each of these would be captured using an appropriate air treatnent/control system

Solid waste di sposal can be acconplished w thin approxinately nine nonths. Based on the prelimnary cl eanup
levels for VOCs and TCB in soil, and an estinated throughput rate of 75 tons per day and assum ng a 6 day
a-week operation for the LTTS unit, the approximate tine required to process the soil at the Site where
organi c constituents are present at concentrations that require remediation is 2 years. Final grading and
cap installation would be performed after the conpletion of renedial neasures and denobilization of the LTTS
unit. The erosion control cap can be conpleted within approxinately twelve nmonths of the initiation of
construction activities. Approximately 12 to 18 nonths woul d be required to establish vegetation of the cap
Institutional controls such as fencing and deed restrictions would be used to limt access to the Site
long-termnonitoring and a five-year review programwoul d be required

The ARARs |isted as common ARARs are applicable to this Alternative. This alternative will neet all comon
ARARs described except the Standards for Cap under the landfill closure requirenents of the Pennsylvania
Resi dual Waste Regul ati ons.

ALTERNATI VE S8: LTTS/ ERCSI ON CONTRCL CAP/ ONSI TE DI SPOSAL

Estimated Capital Cost: $12,735,975

Estimated Annual O8M Costs: $161, 655 - 869, 005
Estimated Present Worth: $16, 536, 398

Esti mated Construction Tinme: 30 nonths

Under this alternative an erosion control cap would be installed as described in Alternative S2. Soi
contai ning VOCs and TCB in excess of the prelimnary cleanup |levels would be treated onsite by LTTS as
described in Alternative S7. Solid waste would be treated onsite as required by applicabl e RCRA and
Pennsyl vani a Solid Waste Regul ati ons governing | and disposal. Both the treated soil and the solid waste



woul d be disposed in a hazardous waste landfill cell constructed onsite.

A double-lined landfill cell with a | eachate collection systemand | eak detection |ayer woul d be constructed
to contain treated soil and solid waste. An area of approximately 6 acres would be required for installation
of the cell.

After disposal operations are conplete, the cell would be closed in accordance with the requirenents and
regul ations for hazardous waste landfills pronul gated by the Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a.

Based on the prelimnary cleanup levels for VOCs and TCB in soil, and an estimated throughput rate of 75 tons
per day and assuning a 6 day a-week operation for the LTTS unit, the approximate tine required to process the
soil at the Site where organic constituents are present at concentrations that require remediation is 2
years. It is anticipated that the landfill cell can be constructed while the soil is being thermally
treated. The entire alternative is estimated to be conpleted in 2 years, 6 nonths.

Institutional controls such as fencing and deed restrictions would be used to Iimt access to the Site.

The ARARs |isted as common ARARs are applicable to this Alternative. This alternative will neet all comon
ARARs descri bed except the Standards for Cap under the landfill closure requirenents of the Pennsylvania
Resi dual Waste Regul ati ons.

ALTERNATI VE S9: VACUUM EXTRACTI OV SO L STABI LI ZATI ON ERCSI ON CONTRCL CAP/ OFFSI TE DI SPOSAL

Esti mated Capital Cost: $31, 320, 242

Esti mated Annual O8M Costs: $161, 655 - 1, 286, 226
Estimated Present Worth: $35, 863, 182

Estimated Construction Tine: 48 nonths

This alternative includes offsite disposal of solid waste; vacuum extraction at locations in the process area
where the concentration of VOCs in soil are defined as an Organic Hot Spot, i.e. concentration of VOCs
exceeds 22.8 ng/kg; stabilization of inorganic conpounds in process area soil; installation of an erosion
control cap using the criteria set forth in Alternative S2; and installation of a slurry cutoff wall around
the area containing TCB as described in Alternative S3. Solid waste disposal, VE, and erosion control

cappi ng have been di scussed under Alternatives S2 and S3.

Surficial stabilization of the soil would be performed using either a backhoe or grout injectors for

i ntroduci ng and m xi ng the adm xture in the soil. The cementitious nmixture would be prepared in a

speci al i zed m xi ng apparatus, and transported to the areas undergoing stabilization. The actual tine required
for conplete stabilization would be determ ned during the pre-design treatability studies and confirmed in
the field during inplenentation. After the renedi ated areas have been stabilized to

speci fications, the erosion control cap would be installed. Institutional controls such as fencing and deed
restrictions would be used to limt access to the Site.

Solid waste di sposal can be acconplished in approxinmately nine nonths. The estinated tinme to conplete soil
stabilization is 2 to 3 years. The erosion control cap can be conpleted in approximately 12 nonths of
initiation of construction activities.

The ARARs |isted as common ARARs are applicable to this Alternative. This alternative will neet all common
ARARs descri bed except the Standards for Cap under the landfill closure requirements of the Pennsylvania
Resi dual Waste Regul ati ons.

VIIT. SUMWARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The remedi al action Aternatives described above for each area of the Site were eval uated under the nine
evaluation criteria set forth in the NCP at 40 C F. R [Para] 300.430(e)(9). These nine criteria are
organi zed according the follow ng categories listed in 40 CFR [Para] 300.430(f)(1):

Threshold Criteri a:

foveral | protection of human health and the environnent
iCompl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS)

Primary Bal ancing Criteria:

fLong-term ef fectiveness and permanence

fReduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnment
fShort-term effectiveness

il npl enentability



iCost

Modi fying Criteri a:

{Comuni ty accept ance

st at e acceptance

Threshold criteria nmust be satisfied in order for an alternative to be eligible for selection. Primary

bal ancing criteria are used to weigh the strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives and to identify the
alternative which provides the best balance of the criteria. State and comunity acceptance are nodifying
criteria which are taken into account after public comrent is received on the Proposed Plan. Descriptions of
the individual criteria follow

Overal |l protection of human health and the environment:

Whet her the remedy provides adequate protection and how risks posed through each pathway are elim nated,
reduced or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance with ARARs:

Whet her or not a renedy will neet all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements ("ARARs") of
Federal and State environmental statutes and/or whether there are grounds for invoking a waiver. Wether or
not the renmedy conplies with advisories, criteria and/or guidance that rmay be rel evant.

Long-term effecti veness and per nanence:

The ability of the renedy to afford long term effective and permanent protection to human health and the
environnent along with the degree of certainty that the alternative will prove successful.

Reduction of toxicity, mobility or vol une:

The extent to which the alternative will reduce the toxicity, nobility, or volune of the contam nants causing
the site risks.

Short-termeffectiveness:

The time until protection is achieved and the short termrisk or inpact to the community, onsite workers, and
the environnent that nay be posed during the construction and inplenmentation of the alternative.

I npl emrent abi lity:

The technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a renedy, including the availability of materials and
services needed to inplenent that renedy.

Cost :

Includes estimated capital, operation and mai ntenance, and net present worth costs.

St at e accept ance:
Whet her the Conmonweal th concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the Preferred Renedial A ternative.
Conmmuni ty accept ance:

Whet her the public agrees with the Preferred Renedial Aternative. This is assessed in the Record of Decision
following a review of the public comrents received on the Adm nistrative Record and the Proposed Pl an.

A. Conparative Analysis O Alternatives
Overall Protection

As stated in the Summary of Site Ri sks section above, EPA has defined Organic Hot Spots in soil as areas
where w thout treatnent or containment the contaninants have the potential to cause ground water

contani nati on above the drinking water regulations. S1 (No Action) would neither elimnate nor reduce to
acceptable levels the threats to human health and the environment presented by the contam nation at the Site.
S2 (Erosion Control Cap) would provide | ess than adequate protection since no treatnent would be used to
reduce contam nant concentrations in soils to levels that would not inpact ground water. A ternatives Sl and



S2 will not be discussed in the renminder of this analysis.

Alternatives S3 and S6 include neasures to elimnate potential risks to human health and the environment by
treating VOC contam nated soils and by containing TCB-contani nated soils and by disposing of solid waste
present at the Site at a secure offsite facility. Aternative S6 provides a higher degree of protection of
the environnent than S3 since the cap will provide greater reduction of infiltration through the soil colum
thereby reducing potential risk to ground water

As with Alternatives S3 and S6, Alternatives $4, S5, S7, and S9 include offsite disposal of solid waste at a
secure offsite facility. Alternative S4 will Iimt the infiltration of precipitation as effectively as
Alternative S6, however wi thout treatnent of the nobile VOCs in soils, S4 is less protective than S6. The S5
cap will provide a higher |level of containment than Alternatives S3 and S6. Alternative S5 (Inperneabl e cap)
provi des the highest |evel of containment and will virtually elinmnate precipitation and infiltration through
t he overburden soil col um.

Alternatives S7 and S8 use LTTS to permanently reduce the concentration of TCE and TCB in soil. These
alternatives provide the greatest |evel of reduction of TCB in soil through treatnent and therefore are nore
protective than S3, S4, S5 and S6. Alternative S9 is the nost protective in ternms of controlling potenti al
inmpacts to ground water fromthe inorganics in soil at the Site dependent upon the stability

of the solidified matrix. Isolation of the stabilized soil under the erosion control cap would further
reduce the potential for netals to inpact ground water than the | evel of protection provided only by the
erosion control cap under Alternatives S3, S7, and S8. Although the results of the netal partitioning study
conducted during the Rl indicate that metals are not significantly nmobilized by precipitation infiltration
stabilization would further reduce the potential for nmetals to i npact ground water.

S6 will provide effective reduction of infiltration through the overburden soil colum. The VE extraction of
organi c hot spots and the use of a slurry wall to isolate the TCB from shallow ground water will further
reduce potential risks to ground water to an acceptabl e | evel

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

The alternatives which address soil contami nation would attain all their respective ARARS with the follow ng
exceptions. Alternatives S3, S7, and S8, and S9 would not attain the closure requirenments for a landfill
under the Pennsyl vani a Residual Waste Regul ations based on the perneability of the soil erosion control cap
In addition, S8 would not conply with the siting requirenents for an onsite landfill due to the shall ow depth
to bedrock at the Site

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Capping and slurry cutoff walls are effective |ong-termneans of elimnating these exposure routes and
resulting risks provided that the caps are namintained. Alternative S2 provides the lowest |evel of long-term
ef fectiveness and pernmanence because it |eaves all the organic contam nated soils in place wthout treatnent
and relies solely upon a soil erosion control cap. Alternative S5 is nore effective than S2 because it

enpl oys an inperneabl e cap to prevent exposure but still does not enploy treatnent.

The inpermeable cap will control infiltration to a greater degree than either a soil or a clay cap but would
not reduce the toxicity of the contaminants. This alternative would only be reliable to mtigate inpacts to
ground wat er above drinking water levels if the cap is properly maintained. Aternatives S3, S6, and S9 use
VE to pernmanently reduce TCE concentrations in subsurface soil to levels that will not inpact ground water
above MCLs. Alternatives S3, S4, S6 and S9 enploy a clay cap and slurry cutoff wall to isolate TCB Organic
Hot Spots from ground water thereby reducing risk to ground water from TCB. Since S4 and S6 enploy a clay
cap over the entire process area and sel ected areas of the spray fields these alternatives would have ri sk
posed by exposure to contamnated soils. Aternative S7 and S8 use LTTS to control the source of organic
contami nation and require greater tine to inplement due to excavation activities. Aternative SO is nore
conpl ex than the other alternatives because of the soil stabilization component. S9 requires the |ongest
time before risk fromdirect soil contact and ingestion is controlled

Inpl emrentability

Alternatives S2, S4, and S5 would be the easiest to i nplenent because no treatnent of contaminated soils is
invol ved. The construction techniques and equi pnent required to install the caps under all the capping
alternatives are common and readily available. The quantity and types of solid waste present at the Site
shoul d not pose a problemin terns of available offsite disposal facility capacity. Aternatives S3, S6, S7
and S8 can be inplemented fairly easily. VE and LTTS are established technol ogies requiring the nobilization
of process equipnent to the Site. The VE equipnent is nore readily avail able and easier to install and
operate. VE is considerably |ess disruptive than LTTS and soil stabilization, therefore S6 is nore easily

i npl enentabl e than S7, S8, and S9



Cost s

Capital and operation and mai ntenance costs are sunmarized in Table 17. The estimated present worth cost of
the selected alternative is $11,152,894. This figure represents the "present worth value" of all future cost
activities associated with the selected alternative as discussed in the Feasibility Study Report. This
estimate is used for cost conparison purposes

In summary, the preferred alternative is believed to provide the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the
alternatives evaluated with respect to the nine criteria above. Based on the infornmation available at this
tine, EPA believes the preferred alternative would protect hunman health and the environnent, would conply
with ARARs and be cost-effective. |In addition, permanent disposal options would be utilized to the maxi num
extent practicable.

Communi ty Accept ance

The July 28, 1993 Proposed Plan and the August 12, 1993 public neeting produced a nunber of conments fromthe
general public and the PRPs for the Site. Responses to these coments appear in the Responsiveness Sunmary
Section of this ROD

St at e Accept ance

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a has indicated concurrence with the selection of Alternative S6 for Operable
Unit One of this Site

I X.  THE SELECTED REMEDY AND PERFORVANCE STANDARDS
A.  Selected Remedy for the Contam nated soil, solid waste and debris

Fol | owi ng revi ew and consi deration of the infornmation in the Adm nistrative Record file, the requirements of
CERCLA and the NCP, and public comment, EPA has selected Alternative S6 for the treatment, and contai nnent of
contami nated soil and disposal of solid waste and debris. The nmain conponents of the Sel ected Renedy for
this Operable Unit are

i Ofsite disposal of solid waste and debris

§ Treatment of VOC-contam nated soil by vacuum extraction
§ Source containnment by slurry wall for TCB area

{ Source containnment by capping

§ Fencing to prevent access to capped areas

{ Site restoration by revegetation

i Deed restrictions

§ Long-term ground water nonitoring

This selected remedy differs fromthe Preferred Alternative described in the July 28, 1993 Proposed Plan in
two respects; 1) EPAis deferring the selection of a ground water renmedy until additional ground water data
is gathered; 2) EPA is requiring additional sanples be taken in the streamcorridor. The goal of the
addi ti onal hydrogeol ogic investigation is to provide information on the practicability of actively punping
ground water to achi eve background cleanup levels, as well as to determi ne the expected rate of natura
attenuation of contamnants in the aquifer after the organic hot spots have been renedi ated. The goal of
requiring additional sanpling in the streambed corridor is to determ ne the extent of nercury contam nation
and to eval uate appropriate renediation options for the streambed corridor

1. Ofsite disposal of solid waste and debris
A.  Description of the Conponent of the Renmedy

Under the remedy, the solid waste refuse piles 1 and 2 which include househol d appliances, trash, abandoned
aut onobi | es, wood and scrap netal (See Figure 5), and contents of the aboveground storage tanks shall be

sanpl ed, anal yzed for waste characterization and di sposed offsite at an EPA-approved facility. Al buried
druns shall be excavated, characterized, and transported and di sposed at an EPA-approved disposal facility.

The asbestos will be renoved fromthe sides of the Process Building by a |licensed asbestos renediation
contractor. Asbestos-containing nmaterial ("ACM') surroundi ng one of the above ground storage tanks inside
the Process Building and the shingle debris pile adjacent to the Process Building will also be renoved by a
li censed asbhestos renedi ati on contractor. The contents, if any, of the Process Buil ding aboveground tanks
wi Il be renoved and packaged, sanpled, and anal yzed. Based on the results of the analysis, this materia
will be properly disposed offsite at an EPA-approved facility.



B. Performance Standards

Al solid waste and debris found onsite and all excavated drums shall be rempbved fromthe Site and shall be
evaluated in accordance with RCRA identification requirements set forth at 25 PA Code Chapter 261. Onsite
handl i ng of any wastes found to exhibit a characteristic of a hazardous waste shall conply with the
substantive portions of the RCRA regul ations that pertain to generators and transporters of hazardous waste
set forth at 25 PA Code Chapters 262 and 263.

The renoval and di sposal of asbestos and asbestos containing nmaterial shall be in accordance with the
requi renents of the National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAPs") set forth at 40 CFR
Part 61, Subpart Mand in particular [Para][Para] 61.141(c) and 61. 145.

2. Treatment of VOG- contam nated soil
A.  Description of the Conmponent of the Renmedy

This portion of the renedy consists of insitu vacuumextraction of VOCs fromall soil in the entire process
area (See Figure 2) which contains nore than 22.8 ng/kg total VOC in the soil colum from surface to bedrock.
The process area is approxi mately 25 acres and is enclosed by a fence as shown in Figure 2. The vacuum
extraction systemincludes a manifold systemto pull air through the soil for treatment by neans of carbon
adsorption. Vacuumextraction will continue until the soil left in place neets the

per formance standard bel ow.

B. Performance Standards

I ndi cat or conpounds for eval uation shall be chosen according to their presence and prevalence in the initial
off gas, toxicity, and physical characteristics which would affect stripping rates. The systemshall operate
until nondetect |evels or no significant renoval <Footnote>1 The "no significant renoval" levels will be
determ ned by EPA based on eval uation of concentrations of constituents in the off gas and statisti cal

anal ysis of mass of constituents extracted per unit tine, rate of decline of mass

extraction, and spi ke concentrations.

</footnote> |l evel s of the determ ned indicator conpounds have been denonstrated for three consecutive nonths
and subsequent spi ke

<Foot not e>2 " Spi ke" values refer to the initial concentrations displayed in off gas when the systemis either
started up initially or when the systemis "pulsed" (restarted after being shut off for a period to allow the
systemto re-equilibrate).

</ f oot note> val ues reveal nondetect or no significant renmoval |evels.

3. Construction of slurry wall

A.  Description of the Conponent of the Renedy

A circunferential slurry cutoff wall will be constructed around the former Collection Basins AA and BB as
shown in Figure 2. This vertical, physical barrier will be used to isolate the soil areas which exceed 4,437
ng/ kg of TCB in the soil. This, in conbination with the clay cap, will effectively isolate these soils by
limting vertical infiltration as well as horizontal nigration of ground water.

B. Performance Standards

The slurry wall shall be constructed to have an in-place perneability of no greater than 1 x 10[-7] cnisec.

The trench shall be excavated an appropriate depth into the bedrock to prevent seepage under the wall. The
slurry wall shall be tied into the clay cap. Predesign studies shall be perforned prior to inplenentation to
ensure contam nant conpatibility with proposed slurry wall backfill. Detailed construction specifications

shal | be devel oped during the renedi al design in accordance with EPA gui dance
Slurry Trench Construction for Pollution Mgration Control - EPA-540/2-84-001 Feb. 1984 and shall be subject
to EPA approval .

A post-constructi on nai ntenance plan shall be developed to maintain the integrity and effectiveness of the
slurry wall, including naking repairs to the wall as necessary.

4. Construction of cap
A. Description of the Conponent of the Renmedy

As part of the remedy, a clay cap or its equivalent which achieves a 10[-7] cnisec perneability or |ess
("cap") shall be constructed in the process area and spray fields depicted in Figure 2. The cap shall be



constructed in the areas where the soils exceed any of the following criteria: the hazard index for exposure
to contam nated soils exceeds 1; exposure to contaninated soils represents a carcinogenic risk greater than 1
X 10[-4]; or when using the Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure, listed as EPA

nmet hod 1312, the soils contain | eachable contamnants that will |each to | evels above the nethod detection
limts for those contam nants using Drinking Water Anal ytical nethods as described in Tables 18 and 19. These
nethods listed in Tables 18 and 19 are typically used to anal yze drinking water. Wen using these methods to
anal yze the | eachate, the actual nethod detection linits attainable may be higher than those listed in Tables
18 and 19.

The clay cap will prevent incidental contact with surficial soil, elimnate fugitive dust em ssions, prevent
wind and water erosion of soil fromthe Site and reduce both infiltration and percol ation of precipitation
through the soil contamination areas. Surface water diversion controls will be used

in conjunction with the cap to control Site runoff and to divert overland flow of surface water away fromthe
soil contam nation areas, thus reducing the potential for erosion of the cap

B. Performance Standard

The cap shall be constructed to neet the performance specifications applicable under 25 PA Code [ Para] [ Para]l
288.234, 288.236, 288.436,and Appendi x A. These standards require, anong other things, that the cover

achi eve a perneability of no nore than 1 x 10[-7] cm sec. Vegetation of the final cover shall neet the
standards specified in 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 288.236 and 288.237, Standards for Revegetation. A post-
construction mai ntenance plan shall be devel oped to ensure mai ntenance of the integrity and effectiveness of
the final cover, including nmaking repairs to the cap as necessary to correct the effects of settling,

subsi dence, erosion, or other events.

5. Perinmeter Fencing
A.  Description of the Conponent of the Renedy

A perinmeter fence has been erected around portions of the process area. |If the existing fence nust be
renmoved during construction activities, a replacenment fence nust be erected upon conpletion. A chain-link
fence shall be constructed around the perimeter of the capped areas in order to prevent unauthorized access.
Pl ans for mai ntenance of the fence shall be included in a post-constructi on nai ntenance pl an

B. Performance Standard

The chain-1ink fence shall have a m ni mum hei ght of six feet and shall be equipped with | ocking gates. The
fence shall be maintained in a manner sufficient to prevent unauthorized access to the capped areas.

6. Site Restoration
A.  Description of the Conponent of the Renedy

Site restoration shall include specific neasures to pronote wildlife habitat diversity w thout jeopardizing
the integrity of the cap. Careful attention shall be paid to the selection of plant species (wth enphasis
on use of native grasses or vegetation indigenous to the area as well as those with

food and cover values) and planting patterns. Use of such vegetation shall not preclude the use of annual
grasses comonly used to quickly stabilize the cap soil. These aspects will be detailed in the renedia
design. Al planning activities associated with habitat restoration shall be perforned in consultation with
the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service ("FWs").

B. Performance Standards

Standards for revegetation set forth at 25 Pa Code [Para][Para] 288.238 and 288.237 shall apply to
stabilizing the Site soil with grasses etc.

7. Deed Restrictions

Deed restrictions shall be devel oped and submtted to EPA for approval. Once approved, these deed
restrictions shall be placed in the deed to the Site by filing said restrictions with the Recorder of Deeds
of the appropriate County Court. The deed restrictions shall protect the integrity of any structure now or
hereafter built, installed, or otherw se placed on the Site for purposes of remediation of the Site. The
deed restrictions shall also prohibit the use of ground water on the Site for as |ong as

contamination remains onsite. The deed restrictions shall be valid and binding in the Townshi p and
Commonweal th in which the Site is located. At a mnimum the deed restrictions shall recite that no
excavation, regrading or alteration of the Site, or any portion thereof, shall be conducted wi thout the prior
witten approval of EPA. The continuing need for these restrictions shall be re-evaluated during the



Fi ve-year Site reviews which are conducted under CERCLA Section 121(c), 42 U S. C Section 9621(c).

8. Gound Water Mbnitoring

A long-termground water nonitoring programshall be inplenented to evaluate the protectiveness of the
remedy. EPA shall deternine the exact |ocation of nmonitoring wells, residential wells and sanpling points to
be included in the monitoring program The frequency and duration of sanpling and the anal ytical paraneters
and nethods to be used shall be subject to witten approval by EPA

Fi ve- Year Revi ew

Revi ews shall be conducted no | ess than every five years after the initiation of the renedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to protect human health and the environnent, unless otherw se directed by
EPA.

X.  STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Section 121 of CERCLA requires that a selected renedy:

8 be protective of human health and the environnent;

i conply with ARARs;

—

be cost-effective;

=

utilize permanent solutions and Alternative treatnent technol ogies or
resource recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi mumextent practicable; and

i address whether the preference for treatnent as a principal elenent is satisfied.

A description of how the selected remedy satisfies each of the above statutory requirenents i s provided
bel ow.

A. Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The selected remedy for the Site will be protective of human health and the environnment through: treatnent

of VOC contaninated soils to a level that will not affect ground water together with construction of a slurry
cutof f wall around areas where TCB concentrations, unl ess contai ned, would affect

ground water; capping of the process area and the spray fields to elimnate direct exposure pathways to
contaminated soils; reduction of |eaching of contam nants to ground water by reducing the transport nechani sm
for the Site contamnants to the aquifer; and elimnation of the potential for erosion of contam nated soil

in the East and West Tributaries of Rapp Creek.

Routine ground water and surface water nonitoring near the Site will continue to ensure the detection of any
cont am nation which mght pose a threat to human health and the environment. None of the offsite residential
wel s eval uated presently exceed safe drinking water standards.

B. Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

Al applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) pertaining to the selected renedy for the
Revere Chemical Site pertaining to the selected remedy for the Revere Chemical Site will be attained. The
ARARs are presented bel ow

Action Specific

Ofsite treatment, storage, and disposal will conply with RCRA regul ati ons and standards for owners and
operators of hazardous waste treatnent, storage, and disposal facilities, in accordance with 25 PA Code
Chapter 264, Subchapters A-E, Subchapter | (containers), and Subchapter J (tanks).

National Primary and Secondary Anmbient Air Quality requirenents, 40 CF. R 50 et seq., are applicable and
nust be met for the discharge of contam nants into the air. Pennsylvania's Air Pollution Control Act is also
applicable, as are Pennsylvania's Air Pollution Control Regulations at 25 Pa. Code [Para][Para] 121.1, 121.2,
121.7. 121.8 - Ceneral Provisions, Part 123 - Standards for Contaninants; and 127.1, 127.11. 127.12(a)(5)
Construction, Mdification, Reactivation and Operation of Sources.

The requirenents of Subpart AA (Air Em ssion Standards for Process Vents) of the Federal RCRA regul ations set
forth at 40 CFR Part 264, Subpart AA are relevant and appropriate depending on the |evel of organics in the



contam nated soil. These regulations require that total organic emssions fromthe air stripping process
vents nmust be less than 1.4 kg/hr (3 Ib/hr) and 2800 kg/yr (3.1 tons/yr).

25 Pa. Code [Para] 123.31 prohibits the enission of mal odorous contaninants fromcrossing the property |ine.

25 Pa. Code [Para] 127.11 will apply. These Commonweal th of Pennsylvania regulations require a plan for
approval for nost air stripping and soil venting/decontam nation projects designed to renove volatile
contami nants fromsoil, water, and other materials regardl ess of em ssion rate.

25 Pa. Code [Para] 127.12(a)(5) will apply to new point source air emssions that result frominpl enentation
of the renedial alternatives |isted above. These Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a regul ati ons require that

em ssions be reduced to the m ni num obtai nabl e | evel s through the use of best available

technol ogy ("BAT") as defined in 25 PA. Code [Para] 121.1.

The follow ng Residual Waste Regul ations are rel evant and appropriate for capping: Standards for cap, final
cover and grading: 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 288.234, 288.436, and Appendix A Table Il; Standards for
revegetation: 25 Pa Code [Para][Para] 288.236 and 288.237; Standards for water quality protection: 25 PA
Code [Para][Para] 288.241 and 288.244; Standards for ground water nonitoring: 25 Pa Code [Para]]Para]

288. 251, 288.254, and 288. 257.

I npl erent ati on of dust controls and erosion and sedi mentation controls during capping and regrading wll
conply with Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environnental Resources' Chapter 102 regul ations as explained in the
Erosi on and Sedi ment Pollution Control Program Manual dated April 1990 (as authorized under the O ean Streans
Law, 35 P.S. [Para] 691.202et.seq.).

Regul ations for onsite handling and renoval of asbestos at 40 CFR Part 61.141, Subpart Mare applicable.

RCRA regul ations for the generation and transportati on of hazardous wastes (25 PA Code Chapter 262,
Subchapters A and C, and Chapter 263) and the Departnent of Transportation Rules for Hazardous Materials
Transport (49 CF. R Parts 107 and 171-179) are applicable to the offsite disposal of druns and solid waste.

The Toxi c Substances Control Act ("TSCA") of 1976, 15 U S. C. [Para][Para] 2601 to 2671, establishes
regulations at 40 CF. R Part 761.60, D sposal Requirenents; 761.65, Storage for Disposal; 761.207, Ceneral
Mani f est Requi renents.

Fugi tive dust em ssions generated during renmedial activities will be controlled in order to conply with
fugitive dust regulations in the federally-approved State Inplementation Plan for the Conmonweal th of
Pennsyl vani a, 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 123.1 - 123.2, and will not violate the National Anbient Air Quality
Standards for particulate matter, 40 CF. R [Para][Para] 50.6 and 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 131.2 and 131. 3.

This remedy will conmply with the ground water nonitoring requirements in 25 PA Code Chapter 264, Subchapter
F.

Locati on Specific ARARS
This Alternative will conply with the provisions for protection of wetlands and fl ood pl ai n managenent in 40
CF.R Parts 6 and 230 and 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 105.17-105.20(a). It will also conply with erosion

control requirenents related to excavation activities in 25 PA Code Chapter 102.

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 U S.C. [Para] 1651 et seq., may be applicable if a determnation is
nade that endangered species will be affected by Site renedi ati on.

To Be Considered ("TBC') Standards

The remedy for the Revere Chemical Site is expected to conmply with the applicable portions of the PADER
Gound Water Quality Protection Strategy, which prohibits continued ground water quality degradation, since
treatment of the VOC contami nated soil in conjunction with the cap is expected to meet ground water ARARs.
This remedy will conmply with CERCLA [Para] 121(d)(3) and with EPA OSWER Directive #9834. 11, both of which
prohibit the disposal of Superfund Site waste at a facility which is not in conpliance with [Para][Para] 3004
and 3005 of RCRA and all applicable State requirenents.

Exi sting wel | s which serve no useful purpose will be properly plugged and abandoned consistent with PADER s
Public Water Supply Manual, Part |1, Section 3.3.5.11.

C. Cost-effectiveness



The selected renmedy is cost-effective in providing overall protection in proportion to cost, and neets all
other requirenents of CERCLA. The NCP, 40 CFR [Para] 300.430(f)(ii)(D), requires EPA to eval uate cost
effectiveness by conparing all the alternatives which neet the threshold criteria - protection of hunman

heal th and environment and conpliance with ARARS - against three additional balancing criteria: long-term

ef fectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility or volume through treatment; and short-term
effectiveness. The selected renedy neets these criteria and provides for overall effectiveness in proportion
toits cost.

The estimated present worth cost for the selected renedy is $11,152,894. A cost estimate is present in Table
17.

D. UWilization of Permanent Solutions and Al ternative treatnment Technol ogies to the Maxi mum ext ent
Practicabl e

The remedy sel ected provides the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the alternatives evaluated with respect to
the evaluation criteria. O those alternatives evaluated that are protective of hunman health and the
environnent and neet ARARs, the selected renedy provides the best balance with regard to | ong-term and
short-term effectiveness and pernanence, cost, inplenentability, reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volune
through treatnent, and preference for treatnent as a principal element.

Under the selected alternative, S6, the insitu vacuumextraction of VOCs fromcontam nated soils is a

treat ment technol ogy which pernmanently reduces the toxicity, nobility and volune of VOCs in the soil. The
capping of the Site to nitigate threats posed by netal s-contani nated soils and the use of the slurry wall to
contain TCB which is not anenable to vacuumextraction is consistent with Superfund program policy regarding
principal and |low level threat waste in that it utilizes engineering controls for low level threat waste.

E. Preference for Treatnment as a Principal El enent

The Sel ected Renmedy satisfies, in part, the statutory preference for treatment as a principal elenment. The
Sel ected Renedy addresses the primary threat of future direct contact, inhalation, and ingestion of

cont anmi nated ground water and exposure to VOG- contam nated soil through treatnment of VOC contam nated soils
to levels that will not inpact ground water. Since the netal s-contaninated soil does not constitute a
principal threat, treatnent is not required.

XI. EXPLANATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The follow ng significant changes have been nade to the Selected Renedy fromthe preferred alternative
described in the Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan presented the remedy for the Site as one operable unit
that was a final remedy. EPA has separated the Site into two operable units. The Sel ected Renedy addresses
contami nated soil which is defined as Operable Unit One. The Sel ected Renedy does not include a ground water
conponent as described in the Proposed Plan. Operable Unit Two will address contam nated ground water and
contamination in the streamcorridor. EPA is deferring the selection of a remedy for Operable Unit Two until
additional data is gathered and evaluated. This change was made in response to

comment s recei ved by the Agency.
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Conpound MCL CLP Protocol Drinki ng Water Met hod Drinki ng Wt er
CRQL Detection Limt(1) Met hod
ug/ | ug/ | Nunber (1)

Tri chl or oet hyl ene 5 10 0.14 524.2

1, 2, 3-Tri chl orobenzene 0.03 524.2

1,2, 4-Trichl orobenzene 10 0.04 524, 2

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl) 10 0.6 525

pht hal at e

<Foot not e>

(1) The nmethods listed here are those used by the PADER Bureau of

Laboratories for drinking water anal yses. Detection linmts listed are those

published in the USEPA publication, "Methods for the Determ nation of

Organi ¢ Conpounds in Drinking Water", Decenber 1988.
</ f oot not e>
Anal yte MCL CLP Protocol Drinki ng Water Method Drinking Water

(sSMcL) CRDL Detection Limt(1) Met hod

ug/ | ug/ | ug/ | Nunber (1)

Al um num 200 45 200.7
Ant i mony 60 2 200. 8
Arsenic 50 10 1 206. 2
Bari um 1000 200 2 200.7
Beryllium 5 0.3 200.7
Cadm um 5 5 0.1 213.2
Cal ci um 5000 10 200.7
Chr om um 50 10 1 218.2
Cobal t 50 7 200.7
Copper (2) 1300(1000) 25 6 200.7
Iron (300) 100 7 200.7
Lead(2) 15 3 4 200. 8
Magnesi um 5000 30 200.7
Manganese (50) 15 2 200.7
Mer cury 2 0.2 1 245.2
N ckel 40 15 200.7
Pot assi um 5000 500 200.7
Sel eni um 10 5 2 270.2
Si |l ver 50 10 7 200.7
Sodi um 5000 29 200.7
Thal i um 10 2 200. 8
Vanadi um 50 8 200.7
Zinc (5000) 20 2 200.7
Cyanide (total) 10 1 335.3

<Foot not e>

(1) The above drinking water methods and their associated detection limts
are those used by the PADER Bureau of Laboratories for drinking water

anal yses. They were obtained fromDennis Neuin, Chief, Metals Section,
PADER Bur eau of Laboratories.

(2) The values given are not MCLs but "action |evels" at which public water
systens nust take action to reduce the contam nant concentration.
</ f oot not e>
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RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

PART I: SUMARY OF THE MAJOR COMMENTS AND QUESTI ONS RECEI VED DURI NG THE
PUBLI C MEETI NG AND EPA RESPONSES

This section summari zes the commentator's major issues and concerns and expressly acknow edges and responds
to those issues raised by the |ocal community. The major issues and concerns on the Proposed Plan for the
Revere Chemical Site received at the August 12, 1993 public neeting and public comrent period can be grouped
into five categories:

General d ean-Up Concerns

Gound Water O ean Up

Soil and Solid Waste Ol ean Up

Potentially Responsible Party ("PRP') |ssues
Superfund Process

Future Site Usage

mTmooOw>»

The questions, comments, and responses are sunmarized bel ow
A.  Ceneral d ean-up Concerns
§ Acitizen asked who was nonitoring the activities at the Site on a day-to-day basis.

EPA Response: The Revere Chemical Site does not currently require sonmeone
to be on the Site every day. Wien the Site is in the renedial action stage,
a qualified person will be on Site every day to nonitor the inplenentation
of the design.

i Acitizen asked who woul d be maintaining the Site operations after the remedy has been inpl ement ed.

EPA Response: EPA usually enters into an agreenent with the responsible
parties to conduct the design and inplenent the remedy. This renmedy wll
include | ong-termoperation and mai ntenance ("O&M'). EPA will oversee the
long-term &M to ensure that it is being properly inplenented and that the
environnent is being protected.

§ Acitizen asked if the conpany that will be inplenenting the remedy has been sel ected yet.

EPA Response: EPA does not "select" a conpany to inplenent the renedy.

Rat her, the conpany or comnpani es responsible for inplenmentation of the
remedy are those conpani es which have at one time or another either owned or
operated the Site or arranged for the disposal of hazardous substances at
the Site as those terns are used in Section 107(a) of CERCLA 42 U.S.C
[Para] 107(a). As a result, these conpanies, or in some cases individuals,
are |liable under that section, and as such, responsible for inplenentation
of the remedy.

§ Acitizen asked if EPA's preferred remedy included deed restrictions.
EPA Response: Yes. EPA has revised the preferred alternative to include deed restrictions.

§ Acitizen asked if the actions conducted at the Site to date are
sufficient to nmaintain the status of the Site until the renedial action begins.

EPA Response: Yes. Enough work has been conpl eted under the renoval order
to ensure mnimal soil erosion and to sufficiently stabilize the Site until
the start of the Remedial Action. Routine maintenance perforned under the
renoval order assures Site stabilization is maintained.

§ Several comentors expressed concerns that the preferred alternative did
not totally address all the contanmination fromthe Site, specifically, the
sediments in the tributaries of Rapp O eek.

EPA Response: At the public neeting EPA had stated that it was proposing to
| eave the sedi nent al one because the contam nation does not appear to be
harm ng the ecosystemin the creek to a great extent and because the
sedinents in the creek are sparse. EPA stated that concentrations in the



creek will likely go down once the soil in the process area is capped. As
sedinents mgrate the contam nants are distributed and the concentrations go
down. There is an on-going debate whether to go in with vacuuns and

possi bly destroy the ecosystem or to wait considering the |ikelihood that
concentrations will go down once the sedinments are no | onger eroding into
the creek. However based on the comrents received during the public conment
period and additional review and eval uati on, EPA is now proposing to do

addi tional streamcorridor sanpling for nercury contam nation, the

contam nant of nost concern to the Fish and Wldlife Service, (the agency
EPA works with on natural resource issues). The additional sanpling will be
used to verify the extent of Site-related nmercury contamnation and to

eval uat e response options for renoving the mercury contam nated sedi nents
fromthe streamcorridor. EPA s objective is to do as little harmas
possible to the creek system because it is a high quality cold water
fishery. The decision to renediate the creek is being deferred until this
addi tional work is conducted and will be addressed in a subsequent Record of
Deci si on ("ROD")

§ Acitizen asked what woul d happen if EPA conpl etes the renmedy and stops
assessing the Site and the sediment contam nation is never addressed and resol ved

EPA Response: EPA will conduct long-termnonitoring of this Site, no matter
which renmedy is selected. EPA has nmechanisns in

pl ace to re-eval uate and nake changes, if necessary, to do what is best for
the environnent and human health. |In addition, EPA has a five-year review
period, at which tinme all elements of the remedy are re-exam ned for effectiveness.

B. Gound Water dean Up

§ Acitizen asked if it were possible that one of the test wells may hit
the aquifer that supplies his drinking water.

EPA Response: Wen the test wells are installed, the goal is to intercept
the aquifer or the water bearing zone, to test for contam nants. Because
ground water flows in specific directions, the presence of a well on the
Site, anile and a half away, will not affect any residential wells.

§ Acitizen asked how the contaninants are prevented fromleaking into the
ground water when the test well is drilled and whether the well is |ined?

EPA Response: There are basically two ways to construct a nonitoring well.
One is an open hole, simlar to the way a residential well is constructed
A hole is drilled, and because the rock is hard, the well stays open. The
fractures in the rock carry the ground water into the well bore, where it is
punped out. The second nethod is used in areas with a ot of fractures at
varying depths. In this case we want to sanple a specific waterbearing
fracture. The well is drilled in the sane way, but we install either PVC
pi pe or stainless steel pipe with holes or slats in the sides of the casing
at the specific depth that we want to nonitor. The rest of the wel
borehole is cenented off. Therefore, we do not cross-contam nate water by
mxing it fromthe surface down to the bottom

i Acitizen asked how deep were the nonitoring wells at the Site.

EPA Response: There are 11 wells on the Site which can be divided into two
groups. Half of themare | ess than one hundred feet deep, and the other
hal f are between one hundred and two hundred feet deep. There is also a
production well that is 350 feet deep

§ Acitizen asked if organics were the only conpounds tested for in the wells.

EPA Response: EPA tested for what is called a target analyte list and the
target conpound list. The target analyte list includes nmetals and
inorganics. The target conpound list includes volatiles, semvolatiles,
pol ycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons ("PAHs"), and pesti ci des.



§ Acitizen asked if the water woul d be discharged into the stream

EPA Response: Yes, the treated ground water will be discharged into the
west tributary of Rapp Oreek.

§ Acitizen asked if it woul d be possible or desirable to punp the
di scharge back into the ground water.

EPA Response: |t would be possible to punp the discharge back into the
ground water. However, because the water is going to end up in the creek
naturally by the direction of the ground water flow, it is not desirable to
do so. W will be punping the water out of the well slightly faster than it
woul d naturally flow through the aquifer.

§ Acitizen asked if during the process of renoving the contaninants from
the ground water, a citizen's well were to go dry, would the citizen be
responsible for redrilling the well.

EPA Response: |f the event were caused by renediation of ground water at

the Site and EPA was conducting the remediation, EPA woul d be responsi bl e.

If a PRP caused the event, the PRP would be responsible for redrilling the

well. However, as part of the design process we identify the bestplace to

drill the well to capture the nost amobunt of water without inpacting nearby
wells. W conduct punp tests to calculate the size of the cone of

depression, where the capture zone is, and at what distance and what

direction water will flowto the well. The nost critical part of this

process with regards to the potential for residential wells drying out is

the size of the capture zone. Only the contam nated water is punped and treated

§ Acitizen asked if it were possible that quarry blasting in the vicinity
of the Site could cause ground water contanination

EPA Response: The blasting could have an effect on the ground water system
only if the blasts caused large fractures that extended all the way to the
Site which is virtually inpossible. The blasting that is done at quarries
is very limted. Therefore, there is usually no damage to something far
fromthe source of the blasting

§ Acitizen asked if EPA would test the water in nearby residential wells periodically.

EPA Response: Long-termmonitoring will include some off-site residentia
sanpling. The exact location of the residential wells to be included in
long-termnonitoring will be addressed in the remedi al design work plan

C. Soil and Solid Waste d ean Up

§ Acitizen asked where the onsite contaninated soil was going to be taken
specifically if it was going to be di sposed of on soneone's private property.

EPA Response: (One of the renedies includes offsite disposal for the

contam nated soils, but that was not EPA s chosen renedy. These soils will
be capped onsite. The proposed alternative does include offsite disposal of
solid waste. The waste will undergo characterization and will be di sposed
of at an EPA-approved facility.

§ Acitizen asked what is being done to control the erosion outside the
fenced area around the site.

EPA Response: The selected remedy will include regrading and capping of the
process area which is inside the fenced area, the side slopes comng from
this area will need to be stabilized in order to ensure the integrity of the
cap. Therefore these areas outside the fenced area will be addressed in the
remedi al design

§ Acitizen asked if the slurry walls would only be erected in those areas
illustrated on the Site nap.



EPA Response: The slurry wall is only proposed in the area of forner

col l ection basins AA and BB to provide contai nment of soils containing
seni-volatiles. Additional sanpling will be conducted during the Renedia
Desi gn Phase to nore accurately delineate exactly where the slurry wall wll
be constructed

§ Acitizen asked for an explanation of the vacuum extraction process.

EPA Response: During the extraction process, the soils remain in place and
air is forced through the soil by a vacuum The air that is pulled through
the soil will cause the volatile organics to vaporize. This air is then
passed through a treatnment systemto ensure there are no rel eases of
organics into anbient air. Carbon absorption canisters are the proposed
treatment for the recovered air stream

§ WIIl the exhaust gases fromthe vacuum extractor be tested?

EPA Response: Yes, exhaust gases will be nonitored and tested to ensure the
continued effectiveness of the carbon and to ensure conpliance with air requirenents.

§ Acitizen asked how access to the process area and spray field woul d be
limted and if additional fences were going to be erected

EPA Response: Access will be limted through the use of fencing around these areas.
§ Acitizen asked if any soil sanpling was conducted offsite

EPA Response: Background sanpl es were taken of the soil and sedi nent
offsite to establish the background quality of the soil and sedinent.

D. Potentially Responsible Party ("PRP') |ssues

§ Acitizen asked if nmeasures were being taken to pursue the fornmer owners
and the parties responsible for the contam nation, rather than spending
taxpayer dollars to clean up the Site

EPA Response: The responsible parties have been conducting the work and EPA
has been overseeing that work. Therefore, only limted Superfund nonies
have been used at this Site.

§ Acitizen asked how EPA was dealing with the PRPs who own the Site

EPA Response: At Superfund Sites, EPA has several options available to dea
with PRPs. One option is to place a Federal lien on the property until past
funds that were spent on Site clean up are recovered. Before a Federal lien
is placed on a property, the owners of the property are entitled to a due
process hearing to deternine whether EPA has the right to place such a lien
on the property. Another option is to pursue a cost recovery action. This
option is used when EPA is aware of individuals or conpanies that are
potentially responsi ble but are not paying for the cleanup. EPA will then
pursue those parties for past costs. A third option would be issuance of an
adm ni strative order which requires the PRP to conduct the renedy at the Site

§ Acitizen asked about the status of the individual responsible for the contanination

EPA Response: There is no single individual responsible for the

contanm nation at the Site, but rather, both individuals and conpani es whom
EPA bel i eves are responsible for the contam nation. How EPA will deal with
these individuals is at present, enforcenent confidential

i Acitizen asked if there were other measures that EPA could use to
recover noney or punish those individuals responsible

EPA Response: Superfund is a civil statute, not a crimnal statute.
Therefore, we cannot take criminal action against |liable parties. W can
pursue themonly for contribution to the cost of the renedy, conducting the
remedy, or for past costs.



§ Acitizen asked if a lien has been placed agai nst the Revere property.

EPA Response: EPA has sent to the property owner notice of its intent to
file alien. The property owner has requested a due process hearing. That
hearing has not, as of yet, been schedul ed.

§ Acitizen asked if Harbucks were in any way responsible and if not, if
the conpany would be able to make a profit on the property after the
remedi ation is conpl eted

EPA Response: Under Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. [Para] 107(a),
Harbucks is a liable party since they are the current owner of the property.
EPA does not have sufficient information with regard to the value of the
property to make an inforned decision as to whether Harbucks would realize a
profit if they sold the Site followi ng renediation

§ Acitizen asked if the value of property would be considered in an
individual's net worth when the financial viability is cal cul ated

EPA Response: Wen EPA notices PRPs, they are asked for a good faith offer

to design and inplement the renmedy. One of the requirenments is that a PRP

prove that it is financially able to conduct the work. They also are

required to provide proof of insurance and nunerous other financia

assurances. The decision of whether to include the value of the property

into an evaluation of the conpany's net worth is an enforcenent confidential natter

E. Superfund Process

§ Acitizen asked if the Township coul d have a copy of the nmaps
illustrating the locations of the ground water wells that tested positive
for contanmination, the map illustrating the proposed cap area, and the map
of the proposed soil renediation areas

EPA Response: Al of these naps are in the R docunents which are part of
the Administrative Record. The Township Building is one of the

Adm ni strative Record repositories so these docunents are easily accessible
to the public.

§ Acitizen asked if, after the clean-up process began, the comunity and
t he Townshi p woul d continue receiving updates on the status of the Site

EPA Response: Yes, EPA will continue to informthe comunity
using fact sheets, public neetings, and direct phone calls to Township
supervi sors and officials.

§ A citizen asked what the process was after the public coment period ended

EPA Response: The next step will be to prepare a responsiveness sunmary
using the transcript fromthe Proposed Plan public neeting and all

additional information. EPA takes all coments questions, letters,and the
public neeting transcript, and responds to all substantive issues in this
formal docunent. Then, EPA prepares the ROD after deciding which
alternative will be inplenented. The ROD is signed by the Regiona

Adm nistrator and will be placed in the Site repositories once signed. EPA
will run a public notice announcing the ROD has been signed and is avail able
to the public.

§ Acitizen asked if the next step is to design the remedy and who woul d be
desi gni ng the renedy.

EPA Response: After the ROD is signed, EPA will issue special notice
letters to the PRPs inviting themto inplenent the Renmedial Design and
Remedi al Action. Once these letters are issued it triggers a 120day
norat ori um period during which the parties may negotiate with EPA to conduct
the remedy. |If the parties agree to do the work, they enter in to a Consent
Decree. A Consent Decree is a docunent entered by the court which outlines
all the requirenents for inplenmenting the Renedi al Design and Renedi a



Action by specifying when the work plans are due as well as other critical deadlines.

§ Acitizen asked if after the Consent Decree is entered the next step is
to locate a contractor.

EPA Response: |f a cleanup is being performed by the responsible parties,
those parties seek a contractor. The responsible parties are then required
to notify EPA wusually within 15 days of the effective date of the consent
decree, of the contractor's qualifications and experience for EPA
acceptance. Then, the contractor usually has 45 days to submt the work
plan for the Remedial Design. This work plan will set forth schedul es for
delivering any required sanples to successfully design the systens that are
required for renediation.

§ Acitizen asked if it would be six or eight nonths until the actual work
begi ns, based on the schedul es outlined in the Consent Decree.

EPA Response: It could be even longer. First, the Renedial Design nust be
conpl eted. Then, the Renedial Action begins, when the actual work on the
Site is perforned. The actual work will likely not begin for at |east one

year pending review and approval of the design docunents.

§ Acitizen asked if it woul d have been possible to notify the Township
officials well in advance of the public neeting to better schedule the
neeting and ensure that the Township was wel | inforned.

EPA Response: EPA has been in constant conmunications with the Townshi p,

i ncluding di scussions on the best location for the public meeting and what
time to hold the neeting. By law, EPA is bound to hold the nmeeting within
the thirty-day public conment period.

§ Acitizen asked what event triggered the thirty-day public coment peri od.
EPA Response: The rel ease of the Proposed Pl an.

§ Acitizen asked if it would have been possible to postpone the rel ease of
t he Proposed Pl an.

EPA Response: EPA attended a Township neeting in April during which it
notified the Township that the Proposed Plan woul d be issued in the sunmer.
EPA nade every attenpt to ensure that interested nmenbers of the comunity
recei ved a copy of the Proposed Plan and had anple tine to prepare for and
attend the public nmeeting. These events have not been a surprise, they have
been carefully planned. Therefore, it would have been possible, but not
desirabl e, to postpone the Proposed Pl an.

§ Acitizen asked if there were procedures in place to notify |ocal
communities of Superfund sites in their area, and how often the Nati onal
Priority List ("NPL") is updated.

EPA Response: EPA has requirenents, under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act ("RCRA') to track and regul ate hazardous waste production and
disposal. The NPL list is still growing as new sites are identified and
classified as Superfund sites. GCenerally, EPA does not specifically go to
each | ocal township and nunicipality and notify themthat there is
potentially a Superfund site in their jurisdiction. Wen a site is proposed
for the National Priorities List, it is published in the Federal Register.
Wien the site is officially listed, nore extensive conmmunity outreach is
conducted by placing public notices in the newspaper, sending out fact
sheets, and hol di ng public neetings. However, nost comunities are well
aware of a problembefore EPA adds a site to the NPL. Oten, EPAis
inforned of the problemby community officials.

F. Future Site Usage

§ Several citizens asked what kind of uses the property will



have after the renedy has been i nplenented. For exanple, could it be used
as a golf course or a quarry?

EPA Response: Due to the nature of the cap, the areas of the property that
are capped will be restricted. Anything that would breach the integrity of
the cap would be an unsatisfactory use of the area. The areas of the
property not capped will be without restrictions. The main restriction on
the usage of the land will prohibit such activities as excavation or
installation of wells. Additionally, there will not be any use of ground
water fromwithin the capped area. A golf course could be built but the
ground water could not be used to irrigate the property. Also a quarry
could not be inplemented at the |ocation of the cap because itwould |ikely
damage the cap. However, it is possible to have a quarry in another section
of the property where it woul d not damage the cap. The presence of the cap
limts the future use of the Site which will be controlled to a certain
extent by deed restrictions. Site use outside the area of contam nation
will be the jurisdiction of the Townshi p which handl es zoning natters.
Therefore, the property owner nust confer with local officials, and nost
likely, apply for a zoning permt in order to change the current use of the |and.

§f WII the land be able to be productively used within a couple years?

EPA Response: The presence of the cap and the correspondi ng deed
restrictions limt the future use of the Site; however, there can be
productive uses within these limts.

PART Il: SUWARY OF WRI TTEN COMMENTS RECElI VED AND EPA' S RESPONSES

These comments or questions were received at the August 12, 1993 public
neeting or by mail during the public coment period, and nay have been
covered generally in Part | of this Responsiveness Summary. Concerns and
questions presented in this section were placed into the foll owi ng categori es:

Copies of all witten comments received are contained in the Administrative
Record for the Site. The witten comments and EPA's responses are sunmari zed bel ow

PRP Comments: | n a 20-page docunent dated Septenber 24, 1993 the Revere
Steering Committee ("RSC') conprised of AT&T Technol ogies, Inc., Carpenter
Technol ogi es Corporation, GIE Products Corporation, |BM Corporation, NCR
Corporation, Square D Corporation, and Uni sys Corporation comented on the
Proposed Plan for the Site. Substantive conmments and concerns and EPA's
responses are summari zed bel ow.

RSC coment #1: The RSC stated they were disturbed by EPA's denial of the
RSC s request for a 45-day extension to the public comment period while
extending the conment period to newy identified and recalcitrant PRPs. The
RSC states that EPA's notives in the initial denial of their request was due
to the Agencies desire to issue a ROD by the end of the fiscal year in order
to achi eve an end of year goal.

EPA response: EPA denied the RSC committee request for an extension to the
public coment period due to the untineliness of the request. The RSC
conducted the RI/FS at the Site. EPA selected a Proposed Renedi al
Alternative fromthe alternatives presented in the RSCs R /FS report.
EPA' s sel ection was based on information with which the RSC was intimately
invol ved, and therefore, the RSC was know edgeabl e of the Site as well as
the alternatives that were eval uated.

§ RSC conmment #2: The conmittee believes the proposed renedy results in
t he unnecessary expenditure of at |east $3,000,000 instead of selecting the
alternative preferred by the RSC

EPA Response: EPA disagrees that the additional expenditure is unnecessary.
Under the NCP, EPA uses nine criteria of evaluation. EPAis required to
select an alternative that attains ARARs if an action is warranted. Action
is required where there is an unacceptable risk. Based on the risk
assessnent conducted for this Site, exposure to contaminants in the soil at



the Site represents an unacceptable risk. In this case, the soil erosion
control cap preferred by the RSCwill not nmeet the threshold criteria of
attaining all ARARs. Alternative S6 is protective of human health and the
environnent and attains all ARARs.

§ RSC conmment #3: The conmittee believes that the Pennsylvani a ARAR which
requires that the ground water be renediated to background |evels is neither
applicable, appropriate nor relevant. The conmttee believes that if EPA
concl udes that renedi ati on to background is an ARAR, EPA should waive this
ARAR based on technical inpracticability.

EPA Response: The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a has asserted an ARAR for
this Site requiring that all ground water nust be renediated to "background
quality". The specific citations for this ARAR include 25 PA code 264.90 -
264.100, and in particular, 25 PA code 264.97(i),(j), and 264. 100 (a)(9)

EPA has recogni zed this as a rel evant and appropriate requirenent for ground
wat er renedi al action at the Revere Chemical Site. Sufficient evidence does
not exist to waive this ARAR based on technical inpracticability. Nor does
sufficient evidence exist to denonstrate that a conbi nation of natura
attenuation and institutional controls is a feasible remedial action
alternative. Due to the need for additional information, EPA has decided to
defer the selection of a ground water renmedy until additional data is
gathered. The goal of this additional hydrogeol ogic investigation is to
provide information on the practicability of actively punping ground water
to achi eve background cleanup levels. This data will be conpared to
information previously gathered to determne the rate of natural attenuation
after the Organic Hot Spots have been renedi at ed

§ RSC comment #4: Since EPA nust consider the cost effectiveness of a
remedy, the Pennsyl vani a background requirenent woul d substantially increase
costs, and since cleanup to MCLs is protective of public health and the

envi ronnent, the Pennsyl vani a background requirement should not be

consi dered an ARAR

EPA Response: EPA disagrees. Attainment of ARARs is a "threshold
requirenent” as is the requirenment that the remedi es be protective of hunan
health and the environment. See 40 CFR [Para] 300.430 (e)(2)(iii). ARARs
have to be met by the selected remedy, even if it is not necessaryto ensure
protectiveness. |If a requirement is applicable or relevant and appropriate,
it must be nmet unless one of the six waivers applies. ARARs represent the
m ni mum cl eanup | evel that a selected renedy nust attain. EPA has

determ ned that the Pennsylvania cleanup to background is rel evant and
appropriate to ground water renedi ation. However, EPA is presently
deferring the ground water remedy until additional data is gathered to nake
this determ nation.

i RSC conment #5: EPA shoul d waive the Pennsylvania "ARAR' because it has
not been consistently applied or has been variably applied and
inconsistently enforced in simlar circunstances at other renedial actions
within the State.

I nconsi stent application of the Pennsyl vani a Requirenent has occurred both
by EPA and PADER For exanple, the RODs for the Reeser's Landfill Site

Henderson Road Site, Craig Farm Dunp, Strassburg Landfill, CryoChem and
GCsborne Landfill did not require the restoration of ground water to
"background " |evels, even though at sonme of these sites there is low |eve

contamination of the drinking water aquifer.

EPA Response: EPA nust consider each site on a case-by-case basis when
issuing a ROD. EPA considers in detail the nine balancing criteria and
other factors, such as site-specific risk factors, site conditions, the
amount of waste to be treated, etc. The fact that EPA did not require

cl eanup to background | evels at six other sites where a drinking water

aqui fer has been contami nated at |ow | evels out of the many RODs signed by
EPA is not conclusive evidence that EPA has been inconsistent inits
application of ARARs.



§ RSC comment #6: The cost of installing a clay cap is significantly nore

than the additional cost to achieve the necessary VOC concentration for a soil
erosion cap. Moreover, CERCLA prefers treatnent over encapsul ation and therefore,
the soil cap should be the preferred choice.

EPA Response: Insitu vacuumextraction is a conponent of both Aternative
S3 (Soil Erosion Cap) and Alternative S6 ( Clay Cap). As outlined in the
ROD, the cleanup level for VOCs in soil will be based on the perfornmance of
the VOC systemrather than a cleanup | evel based on the perneability of the
cap as presented in the RSC s FS Report. Therefore, both renedi es woul d
require the sane level of treatnment for the VOG- contaninated soils and
hence, there would be no cost difference for this conponent of Al ternative
S3 and S6. Alternative S6 is not encapsul ation as stated in the comrent.

EPA has determined that the landfill closure requirenents set forth in the
Resi dual Waste Regul ations at 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 288.234, 288.436 and
Appendi x A Table Il are relevant and appropriate for any actions which

include capping. The soil erosion control cap preferred by the RSC does not
neet the requirenments of these regul ations.

i RSC comment #7: There is no scientific data to support the need for a
clay cap as opposed to a soil erosion cap relative to the potential for
mgration of netals fromthe soil.

EPA response: EPA is nandated by CERCLA to select renedies that attain all
ARARs. The soil erosion cap does not neet the threshold criteria.

§ RSC comment #8: The Site possesses the characteristics which nmake a
source control -natural attenuation renedial strategy for ground water
appropriate and, indeed, preferable. At the present tine, the contam nation
is linmted, an adequate nonitoring system can be designed, source

remedi ation for VOCs is proposed, there are no receptors at risk and the
characteristics of the contam nants are suitable for natural attenuation and
degr adati on.

EPA Response: EPA is not convinced that natural attenuation is preferable
even when there are no current receptors to the contanmi nated ground water.
Renedi ati on of the VOG- contanmi nated soils along with punping of the

contami nated ground water is consistent with CERCLAs preference for
treatnment. However, sufficient evidence does not exist to waive this ARAR
based on technical inpracticability. |In addition, sufficient evidence does
not exist to denonstrate that a conbi nation of natural attenuation and
institutional controls is the only feasible renedial action alternative.
EPA has decided, therefore, to defer the selection of a ground water remnedy
until additional data is gathered.

i RSC comment #9: The cost for each alternative is derived

fromthe FS Report. Soil and ground water renedial assessnents were made on
the basis of protecting ground water to MCL | evels, not "background”.
Therefore, these costs are not accurate if PADER s policy of "background" is
enf or ced.

EPA Response: The costs for ground water renediati on were devel oped using a
30-year &M period which is the typical tine frame used by EPA for
estimating ground water cleanup costs. The costs projected for naintaining
the insitu vacuum extraction systemwere estimated assum ng that the 22.8
ng/ kg cl eanup | evel proposed by the RSC would be attained in 11 nonths. EPA
agrees that the costs associated with the operation and mai nt enance of the
VE systemare not accurate and will increase in proportion to the length of
tine the systemis operated. EPA has stated in the ROD that all costs, tine
frames and waste/treatnent volunes are estimates and the Present Wrth
estimates may vary depending on the actual duration of the Renedial Action
field activities.

§ RSC comment #10: The Plan fails to acknow edge as part of the Site

hi story, the extensive renmoval action and sedi nentati on and erosi oncontrol
neasures inplenented by the RSC to conply with the 1991 Administrative O der
For Renoval Response Activities.



EPA Response: EPA agrees. EPA has included this information in the ROD.

i RSC comment #11: "The results of the soil investigation conducted during
the Rl identified ten netals: antinmony, arsenic, beryllium cadm um

chromi um copper, lead, nercury, vanadiumand zinc, all of which are present
in Site soils at concentrations statistically distinguishable from
background." The preceding statenent is not accurate. For exanple, during
t he background sanpling for nercury, only one sanpl e contai ned detectable
levels of nmercury. Therefore, and as indicated in the Feasibility Study,
there is insufficient data to derive any statistical analysis for mercury.
Al'so, arsenic and zinc are not statistically distinguishable from background.

EPA Response: The statement was taken verbatimas it appears on page 1-9
and al so on page 1-13 of the FS which was prepared by the RSC consul tants.
The RSC refers to Figure 6-11A, note 5 of the RSCs R Report where it
states, "Because nercury was not detected in the background soil sanples,
each sanpl e that had detectabl e concentrati ons of mercury was consi dered
statistically distinguishable.” As stated by the commentor the data was
insufficient to derive a statistical background nurmber for mercury.
However, the absence of mercury in the background sanpl es denonstrates that
nercury present in Site soils is due to Site related activities, is a Site
contami nant of concern, and is therefore distinguishable from background.
Wth regard to arsenic concentrations, on page 6-21 of the RSC s R Report,
it states that arsenic concentrations are statistically distinguishable from
background. Wth regard to zinc, on page 6-25 of the RSC s R Report, it
states zinc is statistically distinguishable. Therefore, any inaccuracies
in that statenent are as a result of inaccurate conclusions drawn in the Rl
and FS Reports submtted by the RSC. EPA has revised the statenent by
deleting the word statistically.

§ RSC conment #12: Has EPA received approval from PADER regarding the
design of the cap as described in the Plan?

EPA Response: No. The dinensions stated in the Proposed Plan were used to
devel op cost estinmates. The actual clay cap to be installed will conply
with the design requirenents of the Pennsylvania regul ations.

§ RSC comment #13: None of the ground water alternatives in the FS Report
include costs for additional pre-design or design investigations. The R
Report concluded that the extent of ground water contamination at the Site
had been defined. The Proposed Plan stated: "However, the actual nunber
and | ocation of extraction wells will be determ ned follow ng additional

hydr ogeol ogi ¢ characterization that will be conducted in the renedial design
phase. "

EPA Response: The cost of the ground water extraction option needs to
include funds for a design study, including long-termpunp tests on up to
four wells. This is needed to define the capture zones of the extraction
wells. This type of additional hydrogeol ogic characterization is typically
conducted during the renedial design phase.

§f RSC Comment #14: "Based on current information, this alternative would
appear to provide the best bal ance of trade-offs anmong the alternatives with
respect to the nine criteria the EPA uses to evaluate each alternative."

The RSC states that the preceding statement in the Proposed Plan is not
accurate as evidenced by the statenents in the Conparative Anal ysis of
Alternatives Section of the Proposed Pl an which indicate that Alternative S3
provides the sane | evel of performance relative to the NCP criteria as

Al ternative S6.

EPA Response: EPA disagrees. Alternative S3 does not provide the best

bal ance of trade-offs anong the alternatives with respect to the nine
criteria because it does not conply with ARARS. EPA has identified the

Resi dual Waste Regul ations as ARARs for the Site. Under the Conpliance with
ARARS section in the Proposed Pl an, however, EPA incorrectly stated that
"Alternative 2 through 9 can be designed, constructed and operated to neet
with all appropriate requirenents.” That statenent was incorrect. As



stated in the ROD, Alternatives S3, S7, S8 and S9 woul d not attain the
closure requirements for a landfill under the Pennsylvani a Residual Waste
Regul ations for the permeability of the cap.

§ RSC comment #15: ".., EPA believes the preferred alternative would
protect human health and the environnent, would conply with ARARs and be
cost-effective." As evidenced by the statenents fromthe Plan for each of

the evaluation criteria, Alternative S6 does not provide any advantages and
is more costly than Alternative S3. Therefore, this statenent is not
accurate relative to being "cost-effective".

EPA Response: See previous response. Noting the correction to the
statenent regardi ng conpliance with ARARs, this statement is accurate with
regard to Alternative S6 being cost-effective when conpared to the other
Alternatives which would conply with all ARARs.

PRP Comments: |n an 11-page docunent, General El ectric Conpany commented on
the Proposed Plan for the Site. Substantive comrents and concerns and EPA' s
responses are sunmmari zed bel ow.

§ CGE Corment #1: Alternative S2 in the Proposed Plan togetherwith
institutional controls |like those described in Alternative GN#2 woul d
satisfy all the objectives identified in the Proposed Plan and woul d permt
all ARARs to be achieved. While CGE questions whether the Pennsylvani a ARARs
relied upon by EPA in selecting the renmedy are ARARs, GE believes the ARARs
coul d be satisfied now based on a review of Site conditions. In any event,
there is not evidence in the Rl Report that background concentrations at the
edge of the waste managenent area could not be achieved with Alternative 2.
GE further states that data from M¥9, MW 10, and MWV 11l provi de additi onal
reason to question an assunption that the regul ati ons woul d be triggered.

EPA Response: In regard to the Pennsylvania ARARs, see response to RSC
commrent #2. Al though the "prinmary objectives" of the remedy as stated in

the Proposed Plan may be nmet by Alternative 2, EPA disagrees with the
statement that the ARARs could be satisfied with Alternatives 2 and GWV2.
Section 121(d)(2)(A) of CERCLA requires that the selected remedy conply with
or attain the |evel of any applicable or relevant and appropriate

requirenents of federal or State environmental |aws. As stated previously,

a soil erosion cap would not conply with the standards for a cap and cover
required by 25 PA Code [Para][Para] 288.234, 288.436 and Appendi x A Table

Il. Aternative 2 is rejected because it does not neet the threshold criteria.

Presum ng the commentor defines the edge of the waste nanagenent area as the
area to be capped, EPA agrees that the Rl does not contain evidence that
background concentrations could not be achieved. Mnitoring wells do not

exist in these locations. In addition M¥9, MM10 and M¥ 11 are screened in

a separate deeper aquifer than the contam nated wells and therefore, are not in
downgr adi ent positions fromthe contam nated wells. Therefore, the coment
that ARARs for ground water would not be triggered is irrelevant since these
are not nonitoring the "known" contam nated aquifer.

§ GE comment #2: Al unacceptable risks to health and the environnent
woul d be elimnated by an engineered soil cap and institutional controls
required to preserve the integrity of the cap. The Baseline R sk Assessnent
shows that even if no remedy were inplenented, the Revere Site presents
mnimal risks. Table 1 of the Proposed Plan shows that for the four current
use scenarios considered, even the greatest risk as shown on Table 1 was
well within the range of acceptable levels. Table 1 shows noncancer hazard
quotients of 2.9 to 2.95. These are slightly above the hazard index of 1,
where "there may be a concern for potential non-carcinogenic effects." The
quoti ent exceeds 1 only because of an assunption of inhalation of chrom um
However, the Proposed Pl an acknow edges that the chromumrisk is probably
overstated and thus |l eads to the conclusion that EPA's concern is also
overstated. Accordingly, there is a substantial question as to whether the
Site represents any unacceptabl e risks given current uses.

EPA Response: The assunptions regarding inhalation represent a default



scenari o for reasonabl e maxi mum exposure. This scenario, which is |ess than
worst-case, is EPA's estimate of the highest exposure that an actual
individual would be likely to receive. The PRPs have not presented any data
specific to the Site that suggest sonme | ower exposure woul d be nore
appropriate. Therefore, EPA believes that the inhalation risk assessment is
protective of public health, while not being unreasonably pessinistic.
Because the estimate is a reasonabl e maxi num nost i ndividuals woul d have

| ower inhalation exposure and | ower ri sk

If the chrom um concentration detected in the soil were known to be
trivalent chromum the health risk estinate woul d have beenconsi derably
lower. However, the PRPs have not provided EPA with data which distinguish
between trival ent and hexaval ent chromum Since the ratio of the two
chrom um speci es i s unknown, EPA nust make the protective assunption that
all chromumis hexavalent. This is acknow edged as a significant
uncertainty in the risk assessnent, but EPA has chosen, as a matter of

nati onal policy, to give the benefit of such uncertainties to protection of
the public health and the environment and not the PRPs.

i GE Comment #3: The Baseline Risk Assessment ("BRA"') estimates somewhat
greater risks for a hypothetical onsite resident. However, the Risk
Assessnent does not provide any basis for assuming residential devel opment.
In fact, it specifically refers to this scenario as "hypothetical" because
future use had not been considered. BRA at N-28

Both the NCP and EPA Qui dance prohibit such an assunption and require that
exposure scenarios be reasonabl e based on site-specific evidence. The
Preanble to the NCP states:

An assunption of future residential |and use may not be justifiable if
the probability that the Site will support residential use in the
future is small.

EPA may not conclude that such a probability is nore than "small" without
site-specific evidence. There is nothing in the R sk Assessnment supporting
t he hypot hetical assunption of future residential use. Therefore, risks
prem sed on it should not be considered

EPA Response: EPA Region IIl places the burden of docunenting
non-residential future use on the PRPs. As with the inhalation and chrom um
speci es issues, EPA gives the benefit of the uncertainty to protection of
the public and the environnment, not the PRPs.

In order for EPA to determine that the probability of residentialuse is
smal |, the risk assessnent nmust contain a detailed discussion of popul ation
trends, current zoning, devel opnent plans of |ocal authorities, current use
restrictions on nearby properties (e.g., state parks, ganelands, etc.), and
ot her appropriate site-specific factors. The risk assessment did not
contain this information, and EPA is not aware of any characteristics of the
Site (other than its NPL status) that nmke residential devel opnent unlikely.
The argunent that residential use is unlikely because the Site is

contam nated, and therefore, does not need to be cleaned, is not sufficient.

i GE Comment #4: The Pennsylvania regul ations with respect to attaining
background concentrati ons are not ARARs.

First, they are not relevant and appropriate until there is evidence that a
nonitoring well located at or beyond the downgradi ent edge of the process
area -- "the "waste nmnagenent area" here -- woul d show concentrations of
VOCs or TCB above background.

Second, the regulations do not require all contam nated ground water to be
restored to background, only that background be achi eved at the downgradi ent
noni toring points.

Third, under the NCP, relevant and appropriate standards are those that are
well -suited to the circunstances at the particular site under review A



requi renent that ground water be restored to background concentrations
wi thout regard to whether or not the ground water will ever be used cannot
be considered rel evant and appropriate

EPA Response: EPA disagrees. EPA has deternined that the Pennsyl vania
regul ations are rel evant and appropriate. The trigger for this requirenent
is that ground water has been contam nated above drinking water standards.
EPA di sagrees that only background | evel s be achi eved at the downgradi ent
nonitoring points (outside the area to be capped). If waste is left in

pl ace, the area of attainnent is the area of the plune, excluding the waste
managenent unit. Although there are no waste managenent units remaining on
the Site, source areas for ground water contanmination are defined as the

O ganic Hot Spots. Wlls that are placed downgradi ent of these O ganic Hot
Spots are contaninated and are in the "area of attainnent" for ground water
remedi ati on even though this area enconpasses an area of the Site to be
capped. Moreover to state that absent evi dence of contam nation at
downgr adi ent nonitoring points, ARARs are not triggered is contrary to the
letter and spirit of CERCLA cleanups. CERCLA is concerned not only with
cleaning up the contami nated ground water that escapes froma Site, but also
in cleaning up the ground water onsite. Since there is anple evidence to
show there is ground water contami nation onsite then ARARs are triggered
However, as stated above, EPA has chosen to defer making a decision with
respect to ground water until further data has been gat hered.

§ The Township supervisors and the Townshi p Engi neer wote to suggest that
all contam nated sedi ment be renoved fromthe onsite tributaries as part of
the Remedi al Action.

EPA Response: The Proposed Plan did not address remediation of the stream
sedinent. Based on comments received, EPA is requiring additional sanpling
of the streamcorridor to define the extent of mercury contam nated sedi nent
and an eval uation of alternatives for addressing removal of mercury
cont am nat ed sedi ments

i The Township supervisors wote asking for the actual proposal regarding
that portion of the preferred alternative which limts access to the process
area and spray fields and requires long-termmnonitoring and a Syear review program

EPA Response: Fencing will be used to limt access to the capped areas of

the spray fields and the process area. Section |X, The Sel ected Renedy and
Performance Standards, specifies the requirenents for |ong-term nonitoring

and the five year review.

§ The Township supervisors wote asking about the proposed steps for the
protection of endangered species on the Site. The letter indicated that the
Township is aware of at |east one plant that is under consideration for
endanger ed species protection on the Site

EPA Response: The lawrequires that if it is determned that the renedy
wi Il adversely inmpact endangered species or sensitive habitats that steps
are taken to mitigate those i npacts. The selected renedy may inpact the
wetland area in the South Spray field. During design, EPA will evaluate
those inpacts and options for addressing risks posed by the contam nation

§ Township comments: Comments were nade at the nmeeting by the area
residents and Townshi p which indicated there nay be offsite areas

contani nated by air-borne effluent (while being sprayed) and/or overland
runof f when the Site was in operation. The EPA representative indicated
that EPA would do a site inspection of these areas with a Township
representative and/or a resident who i s know edgeabl e of these areas.
Fol | owi ng the inspection and additional review of previously conpleted soils
testing, it is our understanding that renmediation of offsite areas may be
included in the final plan if deened warranted by EPA

EPA Response: The EPA Renedi al Project Manager contacted the resident who
i ndi cated he knew where these offsite areas are located. He did not nake
hi nsel f available to EPA officials. Township representatives were not aware



of these alleged offsite contam nated areas. However if new information
were to indicate that contamination related to this Site exists inoffsite
areas, EPA woul d take steps toward remedi ation

B. Gound Water dean Up

§ The Township supervisors asked for a witten proposal of the plan to
protect the neighboring wells and asked whi ch nei ghboring residential wells
woul d be nonitored in conjunction with the Renedial Action

EPA Response: These issues will be addressed in the renedial design work
plan. Wen the work plan is approved it will be placed in the Site
repository which is located at the Townshi p buil di ng.

§ The Township supervisors asked for a witten proposal addressing the
final discharge of treated ground water to the streambefore the start of
the Remedial Action plan. The Township is concerned that this discharge
coul d disturb contam nated sedi rent and cause the spread of the
cont am nati on downstream

EPA Response: |n response to public comrents, EPA has decided to defer the
ground water renedy until additional data is gathered. This issue wll
therefore, be addressed in OQU-2. The preferred alternative for QU2 will be
required to neet the substantive requirenments of the National Pollution

Di scharge Eli nati on System (NPDES) which sets limts for discharges to al
surface waters. This information will be included in the renedial design
for the Site, a copy of which will be placed in the Adninistrative Record
for the Site which is located at the Townshi p buil di ng

§ The Township Engineer wote asking that M. and Ms. N ck Cutaneo receive
the test results fromprevious well water sanples sent to them

EPA Response: The test results for the Cutaneo's well water were sent to
M. Cutaneo on Septenber 1, 1993

§f The Township Engineer wote asking that wells on all adjacentproperties
be included in EPA's long-termnonitoring, with results being sent to the
property owners on a regul ar basis.

EPA Response: EPA will determine which wells will be included in long-term
nonitoring during the renedial design phase. EPA will send test results to
the residents follow ng recei pt and eval uation of the analytical data

C. Soil and Solid Waste d ean Up

§ The Township supervisors and the Townshi p Engi neer wote asking that the
silt fence be installed along the entire length (both sides) of the two
tributaries which traverse the Site property.

EPA Response: EPA will evaluate the need for additional silt fencing
D. Superfund Process

i The Township supervisors wote asking that any future updates regarding
Revere or any other Site in Nockam xon, Township be shared with the Township
officials as soon as possible, including updates or additions to the CERCLIS |ist.

EPA Response: The Township currently receives copies of the nonthly
progress report which are submtted to EPA by the consultants for the RSC
EPA wil|l continue to have copies of Progress Reports sent directly to the
Townshi p. In addition the Township receives copies of any Fact Sheets that
are prepared for the Site. Wth respect to the updates and additions to the
CERCLIS List. Updates to this list are made on a biweekly basis.

Currently, EPA does not notifying individual townships and rnunicipalities
when a site is listed on the CERCLIS. EPA does not have the resources to do
this every tine the list is updated. However the Township can periodically
request the informati on which is specific to their area by witing the FOA



coordi nator and requesting all sites on the list within their geographic area.

§ The Township Engi neer wote requesting that EPA hold an additional public
neeting just prior to the start of construction activities at the Site.

EPA Response: EPA routinely holds public nmeetings at critical mlestones in
the cleanup process. EPA wll conply with this request.

§ The Townshi p Engi neer wote requesting that the Townshi p supervisors be
notified in witing of all inportant dates and deadlines in the remediation
sel ection/inpl enentati on procedure.

EPA Response: The Township currently receives copies of the nmonthly
progress report which are submitted to EPA by the consultants for the RSC
EPA wil|l continue to have copies of Progress Reports sent to the township.

E. Future Site Usage

§ The current owner of the Site property wote objecting to EPA' s renedy,
specifically as it mnimzes future usage of the Site.

EPA' s Response: Each of the remedies evaluated for mitigating risk posed by
this Site would mnimze future usage of the Site to sone degree. It is not
uncommon for Superfund Sites to have restrictions on future use as a result
of a cap being a component of the renedy. EPA's goal is to select renedial
actions that protect human health and the environnent, that namintain
protection over time, and that mnimze untreated waste. This goal reflects
CERCLAs preference for achieving protection through the use of treatnment to
the maxi mum extent practicable. |In addition EPAis required to sel ect

remedi es that are cost-effective. The cap is a cost-effective way to
mtigate the threats to human health, and the environment posed by the
inorganic contamnation of the soil at the Site.

§ State Comments: The Proposed Pl an shows the calculated risks for
beryllium PAHs, and PCBs but does not include chrom um |ead, arsenic and
other significant site-related contam nants. Significant concentrations of
other site-related contam nants shoul d be included in the risk assessnent
for the site because of the cumul ative effects of these substances.

EPA Response: Significant concentrations of site-related contam nants was
included in the risk assessnment. Table | of the Proposed Plan identified
those chemcals associated with the majority of the risk.

§f State Comment: The Proposed Plan shoul d state how access to the process
area and spray fields will be limted.

EPA Response: As stated in the ROD, fencing will be used to limt access in
t hese areas.

§ State Conment: The perneability/infiltration rate of the caps proposed
as alternatives should be given in the Proposed Pl an.

EPA Response: The Proposed Plan summarizes information presented in the
RI/FS Reports. As such, that level of detail was not presented but can be
found in the FS docunent.

§ State Conment: The operation and naintenance requirenents of the slurry
wall are not given in the Proposed Plan. This may have a bearing on the
long-term effectiveness and pernmanence of this part of the proposed renedy.

EPA Response: &M requirenents of the slurry wall will be addressed as part
of the remedi al design process. As stated in the ROD, a postconstruction
mai nt enance plan shall be developed to nmaintain the integrity and
effectiveness of the slurry wall, including naking repairs to the slurry
wal | as necessary.

§ State Comment: The discussion of |ong-termeffectiveness and permanence



contained in the Proposed Plan does not adequately address this criterion

EPA Response: Al though not specifically outlined in the Proposed Plan, EPA
believes this has been adequately addressed in the Summary of the
Conparative Analysis of Alternatives Section of the ROD.

§ State Conment: According to the RI/FS report, there exists the potential
for buried druns to be located in the vicinity of lagoon C. The Proposed
Pl an does not address the possibility of investigating the Site for

addi tional buried drums, or how such areas woul d be renedi at ed

EPA Response: EPA disagrees. On page 7 of the Proposed Pl an, EPA discusses
the possibility of buried drums in the vicinity of former Lagoon C. Each
alternative except Alternative 1 includes a conmponent which addresses the
excavation and ultimate di sposal of any such druns.

§ State Comment: The statenent that permanent di sposal options would be
utilized to the nmaxi mum extent practicable is not supported by the
conparative analysis of alternatives since there is no discussion as to why
offsite disposal was elimnated durin the selection process. It should also
be noted that CERCLA Section 121 (b) (1) mandates that remedial actions be
selected that are: 1) protective of human health and the environment, 2)
cost effective, and 3) utilize pernmanent sol utions and treatnment
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable. However, the

remedy proposed involves treatnent nethods to contain the contaninated soils
onsite (i.e. slurry wall and capping), not to pernmanently renediate them

EPA Response: The Proposed Pl an describes the remedi al options that were
considered in detail in the RI/FS Report. Of-site disposal of all the
contanminated soils is a process option that was screened out prior to the
devel opnent and prelimnary screening of alternatives. Therefore, it is not
appropriate to discuss that option in the conparative analysis of the
Proposed Plan. As stated on page 1 of the Proposed Plan, the Proposed Pl an
is not a substitute for the RI/FS which is the primary source of detailed
information on the process options and renedial alternatives anal yzed for
addressing the Site.

As stated in the ROD, Alternative S6 does involve treatnment of the principal
threats (i.e. VOC contam nated soils) posed by the Site. EPA believes
Alternative S6 is protective of human health and the environnent, is
cost-effective and utilizes permanent solutions and treatnent technol ogies.

§ State Comment: Al though a cap may be placed over the soils to prevent
surface water fromeroding the soils and carrying contam nants fromthe Site
directly into adjacent streams, novenent of groundwater from below into the

buried contam nated soils can still transport contami nants to the streans
and to other parts of the ground water aquifer. A cap will reduce the
infiltration rate of water through the soils, but water can still penetrate

down through the soils, and cause the migration of contam nants that are
left in the soils.

EPA Response: EPA does not disagree. However Site data indicates that the
netals are not inpacting ground water above MCLs. As stated in the draft

ROD, the seeps fromthe shall ow aqui fer which discharge to the streamw ||

be included in long-termnonitoring of the Site. Therefore, the cap is an
effective means of mitigating the risks posed by the Site. 1In addition the
ROD calls for treatnent of VOC contaninated soils to levels that will not

i npact ground water above drinking water standards. For the

trichl orobenzene ("TCB') Organic Hot Spots which are not anenable to VE, the
slurry wall and the clay cap will provide an effective neans of isolating

the TCB Organic Hot Spots fromcontact with the ground water in the overburden

§ State Comment: Under the "To Be Considered" section, it isincorrectly
stated that the remedy for the site will conply with the applicable portions
of the PADER Groundwater Quality Protection Strategy. This has not been
denonstrated in the ROD. In our previous comment letter, we discussed the
application of the Goundwater Quality Protection Strategy and the use of



MDLs to back-cal cul ate contaminant |levels remaining in soils that woul d not

i npact groundwater above background levels. Al though the Departnent has strongly
recommended the use of MDLs in calculating cleanup | evels, and provided information
on site contaninant MDLs, the use of MDLs has not been incorporated into the ROD.

EPA Response: EPA disagrees. 1In the Departnment's letter of Septenber 21
1993 the followi ng was stated, "Two options appear reasonable to the
Departnment: 1) Contaminated soils onsite should be renediated so that the
cap is only needed for the limted areas (process basins and spray fields)
currently proposed, or 2) The cap should be extended over all areas where
soils contain | eachabl e contam nants above MDLs. In either case the renedy
shoul d include a provision for a ground water nonitoring programat the
site." EPA has incorporated the use of MDLs into the ROD to define the
areal extent of the cap. In Section I X A 4.A Construction of Cap. The ROD
states the following "The cap shall be constructed in the areas where the
soils exceed any of the following criteria: the hazard index for exposure
to contam nated soils exceeds 1; exposure to contam nated soils represents a
carcinogenic risk greater than 1 x 10[-4]; or when using the Synthetic

Preci pitation Leaching Procedure, |isted as EPA method 1312, the soils
contain | eachabl e contaminants that will |each to | evels above the nethod
detection limts for those contam nants using Drinking Water Anal ytica

nmet hods as described in Tables 15A and 15B. EPA has i ncor por at edgr ound
water nonitoring into Operable Unit One.

§ State Comment: The draft ROD states that certain areas of the site will
be capped based on their hazard indices and risk levels. These areas should
be identified and shown on a map in the ROD. The cap nust be effective in
preventing infiltration and | ateral ground water flow beneath the capped
areas. It should be denonstrated that the capped areas are extensive enough
to minimze lateral flowinfiltration to those areas where contam nant

| evel s exceed the cl eanup requirenents

EPA Response: The areas to be capped include the process area and sel ected
areas of the spray field. The exact location and extent of the areas to be
capped will be determned by field confirmation sanpling in the renedi a
desi gn st age.

§ State Comment: The discussion of principle threats identifies "Qrganic
Hot Spots" of TCE and TCB as the principle threats at the site. Wile the
areas of VOC contamnation will be treated, the areas of TCB contam nation
will only be contained. Al so, on page 14 of the draft ROD, chromumis
identified as the contam nant associated with the highest hazard quotients.
If TCB is considered a principle threat and chrom um has the hi ghest hazard
quotients, why are TCB and chrom um cont ani nated areas mnerely being
contained (by the cap and slurry wall) and not treated to reduce toxicity
and hazard?

EPA Response: Al though chrom um may be associated with the

hi ghest hazard quotient (refer to page 13 of ROD for definition of hazard
quotient), the contam nant does not represent a "principle threat" (refer to
page 16 of ROD for definition of principle threat. Likew se the TCB does

not represent a "principle threat". Engineering controls are an appropriate
response for addressing contam nants that do not represent a principle threat.

§ State Comment: The draft ROD states on Page 20 that vapor extraction
systens would be installed in areas of the site where the concentrati on of
VOCs in the soil exceeds levels that "are not a threat to groundwater". Is
this based upon | eaching to ground water above background | evels or above
MCLS? The Departnent recommends the use of MDLs, not MCLs in determning
cl eanup requirenents.

EPA Response: EPA has revised the ROD to state that VOC systens woul d be
installed in the areas of the Site where the concentration of total VOCs in
soil exceeds 22.8 ng/kg. Ceanup levels in soils are not based on the use
of MCLs or MDLs to back calculate a cleanup level in soil, but rather the VE
system shall operate until nondetect |levels or no significant renoval |evels
of the determ ned indicator conpounds have been denonstrated for three



consecutive nmonths and subsequent spi ke val ues reveal nondetect or no
significant renoval |evels.

§ State Comment: The Department suggests that the streamwater and
sedi nents and ground water be considered a separate operable unit.

EPA Response: The ROD clearly states that ground water and mercury
contami nation of the streamcorridor will be addressed in Qperable Unit Two.

§ State Comment: The remedy does not specify institutional controls to
ensure long-termeffectiveness and pernanence. The ROD shoul d include deed
restrictions.

EPA Response: Deed restrictions have been added to the renedy.



